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This study is a sequel to Rand Report R-1231, Reatructuring N/70
Forses to Compemsate for MBFR, Noveaber 1973, and OASD/PASE’'e studv,
NATO: Ratiomalizarecn Potential, May 1974, to which we contributed.
The purpose of this latest study is to assess fuc-thier the poasibilities
for large-scale rationalization of NATO's defense posture and to suggest
practical vays of going about it. Given the fact that such rational-
ization is being pushed by our Department of Defense and is now under
active discussion in NATO, this study should ba of value to all DOD
agencies and other agencies of the U.S. Government concerned with NATO
policies and programs. Suitably modified, it should be useful as an
input to discussions in NATO as well.

A key preaise underlying this study is that the severe defenue
budget and manpover constraints confronting the NATO allius make more
rational use of NATO's defense resource inputs essential, if a credible
deterrent/defense posture is to be preserved at szceptable cost. A second
key preaise is that collective NATO prograas vill achieve mcre toward
this end than vholly separate national prograss.

We focus mostly on the Center Region, vhich is the core and most
cohesive part of NATO, because the possibilities for rastionalization
(especially multilateral) are greater in the Center than in the geo-
graphically separated flank countries, vhich nevertheless are not ignored
(see Chapter VIII).

We also focus primarily on NATO's conventional posture. This is
not to neglect either the continued need for nuclear deterrence; or the
possibilitics for rationalization of NATO's nuclear posture. But com-
ventional forces absord the great bulk of MATO defense budgets and
are the sres vhere NATO is relatively worse off than the Warsaw
Pact. Moreover, numerous studies are already in train cn rationslizing
theater nuclear postuzas.

Ve are quite conscious of the p.ucity of cost data in this prelin-
inary stvdy. Comparative costing is an essential element in any detailed
analysis of rationslization measures, especislly of trade-off options.
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But such data are hard to come by, especially on European ailied postures,
and to generate them would have driven up the cost of this study far
beyond the funding available. Hovever, we hope that the case we make for
rationalization will stimulate the development of a NATO cost base.

We received numerous informal ideas and critiques in the course of
vur study effort from a wide range of allied civil and military sources,
European as well as American. In many respects this study is a syn-
thesis of proposals that were advanced previously or are being currently
axamined. This is deliberate, since our intent is to pull together all
the options available under the rubric of rationalization to show the
full range of possihilities.

On the other hand, this study should be traoated as frankly explora-
tory. Its primary aim is to point out promising directions and to offer
specific options worth more detailed analysis. On furthar review, msny
of these may turn out to be infeasible or insufficiently productive to
be worth pursuing at this time. But the important thing, as ve see it,
1s to show hov a sufficiently broad program of rationalization could be
the seans ot enabling NATO to preserve a credible deterrent/defense
posture at acceptable cost in an environment of ssvere constraints.

This ve believe we heve done.

This study vas jointly sponsored by the Defense Advanced Research
Prolscts Agency, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of lefense
(International Security Affairs), and the Office o7 the Assistant
Secratary of Defense (Program Analysis and Evalustion).
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SUMMARY

1. Rationalization is a concept whose time has rome in NATO.

It is probably the only viable answer to the increasingly painful de-
fense resource bind created by the rising cost of modern forces at a
time vhen rampant inflation, the en:rgy crunch, détente, and other
pressures are severely constrainirg defense budgets. These prcuuures
make it much more difficult for NATO forces to keep abreast of the steady
isprovement in Warsav Pact capabilities. Nevertheless, NATO vwill almost
surely still have -~ if {t would only use them more visely -- enough
def~rse resources to field a credible deterrent/defense posture at
~.ceptable cost. Even if defense budgets declined in real terms, large-
scale rationaliszation could free sufficient resources to achieve such o
posture.

2. This is because the weaknesses in NATO's posture are attrid-
utable as such to the fact that it is simply not organized to use
avuilable resourcss efficiently as to any conctraints on the svailabil-
ity of such resources per se. The problem is one of outputs as much as
inputs. MATO forces remain wesker than they should, because NATO is
only a loose coalition of independent national forces, more or less
1linked together by a supranational command structure, but lacking common
doctrine and tactics, communications, logistics, and other capabilities
that would pernit thea to fight effectively together as a multinational
force. According to one estimate, NATO is already wasting over $11 billion
annuslly by failing tc consolidate RED, procurement, and support (see
P. 21). General Goodpaster has opined that "we are losing at least
30 percent and in some areas 359 percent of our capability due te lack of
scandardisation.” OSD has estimsted that roughly $5.6 billion could
readily be saved and shifted into force improvements in the Center Region
alone. )

3. This is not to say that NATO has ignored the possidbilities of
collective defense; many measures have been tried since NATO's found-
ing -~ some quite successfully. But the overall record is unimpressive.
For 25 years, tae advantages of collective defense have been unable to
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tvercome the strong centripetal pull of nationalisa, parochialism,
traditionalism, and institutional inertia. As a tesult the “hole
of NATO's defense posture ia less than the awm of its parts.

4. Despite the indusputable fact that all NATU nations == including
the U.S. == are already dependent on one another f'r the conventional
defense of Europe, parochial national interests, rather than common
NATO needs, doainate national defense programming and Landicap efforts
to develop common research, development, and procurement programs.
BSalanced national, rather than balanced collective, forces are still
the order of the day. Paradoxically, it is the U.S. that has been both
the strongest voice for collective defense in NATO and the worst ~ffender
in terms of "going it alone." But our Furopean allies have been slower
than we to recognize that the change in the strategic balance between
the U.S. and the USSR makes the conventional component of flexible
response an incressingly important pert of the NATO triad.

5. Nor has NATO faced up to the need for tough priorities to
distribute scarce resources optirally. Instead, its military asuthorities
include "sometlhing for everybody" in their force proposals to avoid
divisive arguments and to be sure each nation gets credit for some
improvement., even if it is »f marginal value to NATO's overall defensa.

6. But the groving defense resource bind may prove the catalyst
needed to overcome these obstacles to a more rational allocation of
collective rescurces. Another catalyst may be prospective MBFR or uni-~
lateral force cuts. In effect, as NATO becomes poorer it must become
more efficient. Above all, NATO must preven. the still rising costs
of manpover and maintenance from absorbing so high e proporiion of
available defense budgetr as to prevent adequate stcck leveis and scqui-
sition of sufficient modern equipment.

7. khat s rationalisation? Ve use it broadly as en umbrellia tera
that covers anything more rational than vhat NATO {s doing now. Such a
rubric permits including measures undertaken on a NATO-wide, multicountry,
bilateral, or even purely national basis. It comprehends specialization,
standardiszation, compatibility, interoperability, icGison pTocurement,
snd force restructuring. On the other hand, rationalization does not
necessarily mean integration. One of its great advantages is its flexi-
bility in application.
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8. Moreover, several recent Jdcvelopments indicate that rational-
fzatior. thus droadly construed is acquiring momentum in NATO. They
inciude the FRG force restructuring program, the Dutch specialization
initiative, creation of a Center Region air headquarters to employ air
pover more rationally, and the Nunn Amendment conversions of U.S. forces
in Rurope to more teeth and less tail.

9. But for rationalization to achieve its full potential, such sore
is necded: first and foremost, a basic change in attitude. All allies,
above all the U.S., must start thinking primarily in terms of partner-
ship rather than in terms of national prograss. Only this will brcathe
1ife into the following essential guidelines: (a) NATO must squarely
face the fact that the groving resource bind dictates emphasis on first
things first -- tough priorities must be established; (b) first priority
sust be given to initial ground/air defense against a WP blitzkrieg;

(c) marginal and low-priority national forces and overhead must be ruth-
lessly pruned to free up 1esources in trade-off; (d) NATO forces wmust

be restructursd and streamlined to reduce manpower costs and free funds
for greater reudiness and modern equipment; (e) given high manpover
coets, greater reliance sust be placed on well trained and quickly
mobilizable reserve !orcuz. (f) NATO's air assets must be pulled together
via improved ¢} to take full advantage of airpover's flexibility;

(g) interopersbility and compatibility of forces and doctrine must be
stressed and programs to consolidate training, procurement, and mainten-
ance undertaken; (1) the outmoded doctrine that logistics in a national
responsibility must be progressively supersedad dy common logistic pro-
grams; and (1) national civil and military communications systems need
to be integratad int> a NATO communication network.

10. To make rationslization work in practice on a sufficiently

. broad scale to reslise its full potential dictates an overall matriz
approach like that proposed by the U.S. This is indispensadble to showing
hov numerous specific costs and savings to each country can be balanced

.‘l'Mo is not to argue that active combat forces should be reduced;
indeed, we would increase their strength b improving their teeth-
to-tail ratio.
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out overall to produce a much improved posture at no gieater net cost.
Rationalization must also get consistent high-level focus as & fixed
item on the NATO ministerial agenda. We need to strengthen the role
of NATO's multinational organs vis-2-vis national bureaucracies to
develop tough-minded priorities that meet }ATO's aeeds, rather than
national traditions and parochial service views. Explicit trade-offs
must be developed, either within national budgets or on a multilateral
basis, and high-level attention is necessarr to prevent such trade-
offs frum beirg buried in the bureaucracy or rejected cn narrov grounds.
But trade-offs must be assessed against priority objectives and minis-
ters will have to insist via their ministerial guidance that force pro-
posals de listed in descending srders of pirority. Everything cannot
continue to be a number-one priority.

11. But to permit developing trade-offs, conatructing a matrix,
and assessing priorities, NATO needs to develop a viable data dase and
costing machinery; othervise, rationalization proyosals will bog down
in interainable bickering over comparative costs involv:d. Hence, steps
must be taken now to set up and staff a NATO costing capability. In the
long run, some kind of common funding mechanism is also highly desirable
to facilitate multinational ratiouaslization prograss.

RATIONALIZING NATO'S GROUND POSIURE

12, Since the deficienciee in NATO's Center Region grownd force
posture are probably its most important, rectifying them should receive
top priority -- something they have never had Lefore. Despite many
improvements, Center Region ground forces are still far from optimized
to meet the armor~-heavy WP blitzkrieg threat. But the severe fiscal
constraints we foresee vill impact mrst heavily on ground forces as
the most manpcver-extensive; only by impesing tough priorities, fi-
nancing modernization via trade-offe rather than add-ons, and melding
their resources on a partnership basis can the allies rectify present
deficiencies and modernize.

13. This will inevitably require considerable rcstructuring of
NATO ground forces. The FRG's impressive force restructuring program
to optimize its defensive posture vis=2-vis the blitzkrieg threat could
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serve as a model for the rest of the furopean allies. Needed are such
neasures as: (a) streamlining urvieldy TOLE structures that are in-
creasingly incompatible with high manpower costs to permit trading

off the savings for higher manning levels, more long-service persontel,
better equipment, and more WRM; (b) pruning large national overheads

snd training establishments; and (c) cutting marginal low-priority
forces to permit shifting resources into higher-priority categories.

For example, ve question vhether all the Center Kagion countries (France
included) should be allocating so many national forces, including reserves,
to local security missions at the expense of their contributions to the
forvard shield.

(U) 14, Faster reinfcrcement schemes are also important, especially
to compensate for any MBFR or unilateral force cuts. A possible trade-
of would be concrete U.S. steps to accelerats initial reinforcemant,
4f our allies would provide the needed reception and deployment facilities.

(U) 15. The resource bind and possible MBFR and unilateral cuts
make it more important than ever that all European natiomal forces be
earmarked to NATO and be properly configured and equipped to play on
optimal role.

(U) 16. Generating more quickly available reserve forces is
essential. NATO should rationalize its reserve structure by dividing
reserves into two categories: (a) small bdut highly trained ready
reserves to quickly flesh oct the active force structure to help
absord the initial shock of enemy attack; and (b) much larger re-
serves at lover resadiness.

(U) 17. NATO must also make its ground forces mcre specifically
antiarmor-oriented as their primary miseion. Each Center Region ally
should provide a corps-level mobile antiarmor reserve, as the U.S. and
FRG nov plan to do. Allied AT weapon holdings need more desfing up with
sodern ATCMs and quickly deliversble AT mines. We propose the U.S. deploy
an sntiavmor-configured airmodbile drigade to Europe as a highly flexible
theaters reserve. The FRC might specialize in preemplaced barrier con-
struction for its allies.

CONFIDENTIAL
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() 18, Cramlandiatdon, orpatcbility, and interreritility are
enscntfal to getting the wwost for NATO's money out of constrained re-
sources. Wit the U.S. must trest this as a tvo-way street, this means
in practice buying mcre Furopean ground force equipment Lf we wan' our
alliles co buvy those air and naval items {n whick ve lead. Standardiza-
:ion on the FRC acatterable mine and rockst-laurcher wysiva is a goou
example.

(U) 19. Consclilation of duplicatory training would not only
save money buiL promote common tactics and procedures and even common
equipment., We suggust combined dasic helicopter training in the U.S.
and tactical AT he'o training and forward eir controller training in
Europe.

(C) 20. Lastly, ve suggest considering diversion of the U.S,
Matine Corps' significant capabilities to enhance Center Region de-
fense, instead of earmarking them primarily for less relevant and per-
haps insufficiently timely reinforcement of the flanks.

RATIONALIZING NATO AIR FORL!.S

(C) 21. NATO's biggest air problem continues to be that it
cannot use the large air forces it nov has vith full effectiveness.
Wide differences exist in doctrine and tactics and effective means
are lacking to interface defensive and offensive air operations, to
sllocate resources between ATAFs and to coordinate the air and ground
battle. There is a great imbalance in capabi'ities detween the 24 and
4th ATAFs fu the cruclal Center Region. Hence rationalizing its air
forces must be another high NA10 priority. Moreover, the high cost of
air technology dictates rationalization to free up resources for needed
sodernization. It is also needed to realize their potential as a gap-
filier force sgainst WP blitskrieg attack.

(C) 22. Portunately, the Center Region air forces as vell ahead
of the ground forces in moving tovard vationalization. Creation of
MFICE is an isportant breskthrough,”’but hard work remains before it will

have the authority and vherewithal to fight NATO's air forces effectively.
The Yiggest obstacle to making AAFCE a viable command {s probably national

{nterpretations of NATO's MC 14/3 strategy and the doctrine and tactics
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adopted to support thnse interpretations by national forces assigned
ot esrsarked to NATO. British opposition will be parcicularly dif-
ficult to overcome.

(C) 23. AAFCE must be made 1 strong operationsl headquarters
in peacetime, But this requires fsr better command, control, and
comsunications (C?) than #:e nov available. The techaological dreak-
through that AWACS offers may be a joverful lever to weld the Center
Region air forces into an operstionslly unified force, with common
doctrine and tactics.

(S) 24. NATO also lacks the :ommunications system to veceive
real-time {ntelligence and direct s coordinated response. It is
unrealistic to expect that NICS or any other NATO-vide system can be
developed in tise t. support AAFCE's needs in this decade. Mence
AAIFCE ghould duild on what is currently available: the FRG's national
network, fixed and modbile U.S. resources, and the YRG's CIP-67 net-
vork of fized and mobile microwave stations nov under construction.

(C) 23. Ve have to convinze our allies that it mekes little
sense to maintain air forces on continucus alert unless the head-
quarters directirg their operatioas is ac that same level of readiness.
USAFE forces shoild gear their operationa to fit AAFCE's expanding role
to prove that NATO's air forces do have the flaxtbility to meet a wide
range of threats on a timely basis. Por example, ve should seek YRG
sgreement for occasional peacetime use of German bases 1 nurthern
Germany to begin eroding the fance detween the 2d and 4th ATATs and
desonatrate that USAFE forces can support NORTHAC as well as CENTAG.

(C) 26. A ooncerted push is needed to complete colocated
operating base arrangements, becsuse (s) COBs can help break down the
2/4 ATAP fence by providing better geographic distribution; (b) they
provide survivability by dispersal, enhanced operational capebility
becsuse of reduced density, snd increased confidence on the part of
‘our allies once squadrons ace esrmarked to a given base and fire
ueipttou plans are mado; (c) until COB arrangements are completed,
ve cannot build shelters alregcdy authorized for our Rapid Reactor
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squadrons; (d) COBs also can help link TAC with NATO by giving TAC
squadrons earmarked to a particular COB firsthand familiarization
visits; (e) COBs will reduce vulnerability of USAFE's conventional
sunitions.

(C) 27. NATO needs to expand the aircraft shelter program to
include 100 percent of aircruft available by M+30. W: supgest a
joint U.S./U.K. approach requesting a SACEUR waiver to his require-
ment for aciive all-weather ground-to-air defenses in the U.K. in
return for an increased air-to-air capability and the formation of
U.K. territorial units for AAA and SAM defenses,

(C) 28. Rapid reinforcement is second only to survivability of
in-position forces. To speed emergency deployment, we suggest aug-
senting each European-based squadron with four to six like afrcraft
from CONUS squadrons. The receiving squadron would have an increased
capability almost as large as the percentage increase In UE afrcraft.
When remaining CONUS aircraft and supperting personnel arrived later,
chey would be joined by thair advance unit. Tanker support for TAC
and USAFE also needs careful review,

(C) 29. Since more airlift i{s needed for U.S. units deploying
to Europe == particularly vide-bodied aircraft to carry outsized
cargo == a European CRAF (empecially of ajrcraft modified for outsize
loads) could speed U.S. deplovments. Such a European CRAF with wide-
budied aircraft could he a valuable EUROGROUP initiative. Also needed
are more reception facilities for CONUS-based reinforcements. Current
peacetime APODs are too few and would be too congested under wartime
conditions, Civi! airfields are available, but a U.S. irnitiative is
needed to end the debate generated by SACEUR's requirement that active
air defenses must be provided before infrastructure funds can be used
to build storage facilities for necessary prepositioned equipment.

(C) 30. The NATO EW programs can be a model for other rationaliza-
tion programs. There is more N\TO-s:ide agreement on the nced for inter-
operability and compatibility in EW than any other facet of NATO's
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defense. Success here would promote confidence in other rationaliza-
tion programs as well as build confidence that NATO's air forces can
succeed against Pact surface-to-air defenses.

(C) 31. Improved air munitions can also increase NATO's confi-
dence. We suggest a USAF/RAF program of cooperation to break dova
RAF resistance, such as a Jrd Air Force/Strike Command agreement to
exchange RAF tanker support for USAF laser designatcrs. Since remotely
piloted vehicles (RPVs) are increasing in {mportance, 0SD should con-
sider a NATO RPV program organized along lines that parallel the NATO
EV program.

(U) 32. Rationalizing NATO's air forces requires more srecialiaa-
tion. Smaller allies siaply cannot afford balanced air forces with the
full range of capabilities required to meet the WP air threat. The
larger and riore capable U.K., FRG, and U.S. air forces will have to
f111 the gaps. Finding the right bdalance for the USAF contribution
will be difficult, but the criterion should be to develop a balanced
NATO posture, not a balanced USAFE posture. Trade-offs are essential.

(C) 33. For example, 1f ve want an AWACS in Europe before 1985,
it may have to be a U.S. program. Our allies know that the U.S. {s
buying AWACS and has a0 more logical place to deploy them than Europe.
A cooperative production program vsuid take years of dcbate, first on
a cost-sharing formuls and then on a coproduction formula. And we
aight end up vith a system less capable than planned becsuse of the
compromises required to develop the cooperative program. On the other
hand, AWACS {s splendid trade-off material; to promote rationalization,
the U.S. could proposed that in return for AWACS the allies take over
the air defense role, including NADGE, fixed SAM sites, and peacet'me
interception and identification of intruding aircraft.

(C) 34. Electronic Warfare Support (EWS) is another role in
vhich the U.S. might logically specialize. We are the only ally vith
the vealth and technological base to do s0o Since worldwide U.S. con-
cerns vill drive us to develop an EWS capability anyway, why not use {t
to {111 tha NATO requirement as well? We'd trade off U.S. EF-111A
aircraft in return for our allies' developing RPVs to aid in the EWS

afission,
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(C) 35. While politics and prestige may prove insuperable
obstacles, the logic of rationalization applies to the MRCA and the
lightweight fighter programs as well. Otherwise the escalating cost
of the MRCA will critically limit the number of PF-104Cs thot are
replaced. Six nations (the U.S., FRG, Netherlands, Belgium, Nu-way,
and Denmark) seek a lightweight fighter aircraft and three (U.S.,
Britain, and Germany) need an air superiority aircra.t — which tie
U.S. has in the P=15. At a time of economic stringency, our European
allies ovght at least to consider such a mix in lieu of the MRCA, and
be compensated in other procurement.

(C) 36. Rationalizing NATO's air forces would not require major
changes to national air force structures. The RAF aix would not be
altered axcept to aake more rational use of available assets: the
Luftvaffe would also maintain a balanced force. But the Dutch aud
Belgian air forces would relinquish their recce role and replace
these afrcraft with lightweight fighters as an add-on at the tail end
of their F-104G replacement program. The singla squadron of transports
the Dutch and Belgians each maintain add 1ittle to NATO deterrence or
defense, unless combined with the transport capabilities of their allies
and assigned to SACEUR. Ve propose hey also be replaced by LW fighters
on a one=for-one basis as an aad-on to their F-104C replacement pcograa.

(U) 37. (Cowaolidating air training would not only increase ability
to operate together, but save monsy to dboot. The U.S. ought to support
B'ROTRAIN efforts along these lines, but 0SD has no single agency charged
vith this responsibility. Since European westher makes a European-based
UPT facility impractical, the U.S. should offer a CONUS=based progras.
MATO also needs an air combat tactics school. We should share our excel-
lent flight simulators for air-to-air and air-to-surface combat. A
Rurope-dbased school would permit joint procurement of simulators and
a facility for live-weapons training.

RATIONALIZING NATO'S NAVAL POSTURE

(U) 38. While NATO {s hardly oversupplied with modern naval
forces, it appears even l2ss vell of vith respect to its ground/air
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shield forces =—— a situation that suggests certain resource trade-offs.
Moreover, NATO's naval posture. designed largely to keep open the sea
lanes, seems out of kilter with its top priority need to deter or out-
last a short Warsav Pact blitzkrieg. Keeping open the ses lanes {s an
essential hedge against a NATO/Pact conventional war lasting more than
8 fev veeks. But our philosophy 1s that NATO cannot afford to divert
80 many scarce resources to such a hedge if it enhunces the likelthood
that we wvould lose the var on the continent itn the first carpaign. This
is oimply a matter of putting first things first.

(U) 39. Aside from the 1bove, most European NATO navies are inade-
quate to meet present naval missfons. So they are in need of rational-
fizing even to cope with present missions in the face of the squeeze
created by rising costs and budget constraints. Vor example, most
of thea maintain too many lac-ge, obsolescent units of marginal effec-
tiveness, theredy impeding sesential modernization. Moreover, several
European navies siphon off resources that could be better spent on
mseting even sore serious allied ground and air .Jefictencies.

(U) 40. On the other hand, the U.S. Navy, given its global role
and the fact that only the United States can foot the bill for such a
global navy, 10 & special case. Since the U.S. vill maintain powerful
nava® forces in any event, it is only retional that we should assume
the dominant dlue-vater role for NATO too. Hence ve propose essentially
an sdaptation ci the U.S. Navy'e “t. -4 " scheme, vhereby the United States
(helped by the U.K. and Canuds) wwid be responsible for npen-ocean opera-
tions and the continental European allies vould optimize regionally to
cope vith the local Soviet naval threat. This would also pe:mit some
shifting of European defense resources to meeting higher-priority
ground and air deficiencies.

(S) 41. Since SACLANT has indicated that his present forces are
fasufficient to hoth provide {nitia! convoy protection and perform his
other priority missions, it is rational to look at vays of reducing
requiremente for sea-lans-protection forces. Possible options include
sea-based prepositioning of U.S. equipment and stocks in Europe, in-
creasing airlift capability, "time-phased” allocation of USAT assets
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to maritime wvarfare, modification of certain sealift ships to carry
ASW helicoptern, and stress on fast sealift to Europe, {f time is
avcilable detwe.:n M-Day and D-Day.

(U) 42, Erpensive awprort and logist.ce finctions need rational-
{zing through regional pooling of naval supply, maintenance and training
facilities, and consolidation of NATO and national shore-based communi-
cations stations and ASW/suiveillance air facilities.

(U) 43, The smller navies need to concentrate on aingle-purrosa,
less-expensive, lesc-vulrervble naval weapons systems, instead of ex-
pensive multipurpose systems that represent an allocation of defense
resources inconsistent with NATO's priority need for improved ability
to cope vith fast-peaking Soviet capabilities in a NATO/Pact war.
Special attention should be paid to the enhancement of NATO “choke-
puint® naval capabilities, especially straits closure. We suggest
8 large number of specific options.

RATIONALIZING NATO'S LOGISTIC POSTURE

(S) &4. The case for greater NATO logistic cooperation rests
largely on a simple proposition == 2t present NATO may actually lack
the logietic backing .0 fight effectively -- even for the first
80 daye: (a) Serious dcficlencies exist in key stocks; (b) it {s
questionable vhether av>n 1if available they could be moved forward
in time to planned defense positions; (c) prolireration of different

veapons, ammunition, and other equipment creates a logistic nightaare

in the crucial Center Region; and (d) separate national logistic sys-
tems tehind nalional corpe sectors deprive APCENT of the ability to
esploy its forces flezibly, and would add to the logistic mightmare

vhen LOCs became inextricably intermingled in a fast-moving NATO/WP
conflict. The U.S. has not yet developed a new LOC to replace that

lost vhen Prance withdrew from ihe NATO military structure. In short,
NATO has no real logistic posture, only a collection of national postures;
this makes it well-nigh impossibla for the NATO allies to fight as a
multinational force.

SECRET




e S i i . —— S P i

CONFIDENTIAL

xvi.

(U) 45. While rationalizing is thus indispensable on grounds of
effcctiveness alone, the growing resource bind dictates finding cont=-
saving efficiencies as well. Fortunately, logistic rationalization is
less subject to doctrinal or patochisl objections than force structure
and combat force deployments. But the pernicious "doctrine” that losis-
tics is a national responsibility 18 a crucial obstacle. National
political and militcry authorities have been as reluctant to give up
control of support forces or supplies as they have been to give up
control of combat forces. There also has been a Jack of NATO initia-
tive to solve its logistic problems. NATO's military authorities have
concentrated on atandardization as the key to greater effectiveness
within available resources, but have not pushed other worthwhile pro-
Jects as hard.

(U) 46. The go-it-alone syndrome is still reflected in national
logistic planning. In part this has been perpetuated by major allies,
such as the U.S. and the U.K., which are reluctant to see their forces
tied dovn in vays that limit their flexibility for use in .othor contingen-
cies. But the U.S. should not let EUCOM's limited vesponsibilitiee for
contingency operations prevent our participsting in logistic programs
that vill generate significant economies or {mprove NATO's overall capa-
bilitdes.

(C) 47. In realicy, natiomal logistic reespomsibility is an outmoded
myth. All allies are so interdependent on each other that no nation can
go it alone in Furope == not even the U.S. For exawple, NATO nations
are users cf 1.3 million U.S. items and are the sole managers of 445,000.
itoms used by the U.S. Nor could wve operate long without POL supplies
provided via allied cooperation, their PIT and utility systems, or the
local ational employees respnonsible for much of our noncombat support.

(C) 48. Realism dictates that NATO wili probadbly take an {ncre-
mental approach to logistic rationaliszation. While such “salami tactics”
may be suboptimization, they are probably the most feasible approach in
a loose 15-nation coalition., Perhaps the zost desirable short-term option
18 & common Center Region LOC Command, which would be initially conf{md
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Furopean Cefcnee Supply Agency, Af it is to field a credible convun-
sional posture at acceptable cost.

COMPATIBILITY, INTEROPERABILITY, AND STANDARDIZATION
(U) 57. While standardization nas always enjoyed devoted 1ip

service in NATO, in practice it has usuaily becn stymied by natinnalisa
and parochialism. It has been the exception rather than the rule. In-
deed, NATO has been moving over th: last several years tovard destan-
dardization instead. Again, the U.S. has been the worit offender. But
to cope vith the growing defense resource bind, the allies must adopt
more reaiistic policies, eliminate duplication in RéD and production,
achieve ecoromies of ecale, and increase the abiliry of national forces
to operate effectively tcgether.

(U) $8. Above all, the U.S. must buy Furcean, if ve vant the
Europeans to buy Amerisan. The wost logical aras for doing so is in
ground force equipment, where we are hardly the league leaders. Ve
suggest a number of army items the U.S. migh’ well buy in Europe.

(U) $9. Where standardization proves too difficult to achieve,
NATO should focus more on such halfway houses as compatibility and
interoperability. Foc example, even if small arms and artillery cannot
be standardized, it 1s nonetheless cruc’ally important that their high-
consumption asmunition be compatible and interchangeable. The gain fros
ainor differences in caliber seems insignificant compared to the opera-
tional and logistic advantages of esch ally's being able to use the
other's amsunition.

(U) 60. A realistic incremental approach to standardization is
also essential. Sincs coproduction and licensing schemes usually «nd
up costing more ruther than saving money, we favor single source
specialization in RED and procurement. But the key to success here
is trade-offs, so that esch participating nation gets 3 fair share of
the pie. This is vhy the brosd matrix approach proposed by the 1.S.
1s so useful to making standardization more than a one-way street.

(U) 61. Expensive air-delivered PGMs offer a good opportunity
for standardization vis tcade-offs. We suggest that if NATO standardized
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on raverick the U.,S, should share its present stocks, contribute to
& SACEUR reserve of such weapons, help in maintenance and training,
and share any savings from i.creased production runs.

(U) 62. Consistent miniscerial-level pressure is nexded to
achieve progrese; sad experience shows that it cannot be achieved
by leaving standardization, interoperability, etc. to the NATO and
national bureaucracies. We suggest a procedure wherely key miniatere
would agree among themselves not ‘o procure a naw weapon wntil their
services agree on a standard model, or at least a ccrron ~aliber
or round. This might have a catliartic effect. As a test case we
suggest that the FRG, U.K., and U.S. do this on the next generation
tank gun and round.

(U) 63. If the resource bind is as tight as ve believe, a bolder
approach than incrementalism is needed to realize the full potential of
standardizaticn and common production. We think the Callaghan pruposal
for a North Atlartic Defense Commn Market, with specific goals for com-
acn procurement, is an appealing grand design.

MODERSIZING NATO'S MULTILATERAL STRUCTURE

(U) 64, NATO's own elaborate machinery and cumbersome procedures,
shaped as much by political as by militery factors, are themselves major
obstacles to rationalization. Their size and cost are not the resl issues.
Indeed, the very elaborateness of NATO's machinery tends to mask its
central weakness -- its lack of sufficient clout to influence national

programs more effectively. Hence wve urge strengthening NATO's common
institutions, rather than further ve:kening them, as essential to get-
ting any large-scale rationalization program off the ground.

(U) 65. While modest savings would be possible from further stream-
lining of NATO's unvieldy military ccmmand structure, the chief source of
wvaste and redundancy is the overlap betwveen NATO and national command
structures. The cost in duplicatory C? slone is horrendous. This is
vhere. U.S. remedinl action in particular should focus, and we suggest
several steps to merge and colocats U.S. with NATO Headquarters.
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(U) 66, We suggest several measures for strengthening the role of
the Secretary General and IS, Aa for the Military Comajttec, it is 2t
present only a pale reflection of the national aflitary chiefa of staff
whom {t represents, rather than a scurce of {ndependent military advice.
It should either be strengthened by enhancing the role of the chairman
and requiring the MC to be more responsive to ministerial guidance, or
be eliminated as rcdundant in favor of a Chiefs of Staff Committee that
would meet periodically. The chairman, with a small staff, could tien
become senicr military adviser to the SG and NAC. In either case,
the International Military Staff should be pruned.

(U) 67. SHAPE seems overloaded, and its response times to
requests unduly slow. SHAPE should delegate more planning and opera-
tional functions to its major commands, so that it can concentrate more
on strategic and policy issues, and in any case, it is the major commands
that will have to fight any war.

(C) 68. The complex, politically inspired command arrangements
in NATO's Southern Region desperately need sorting auyt., We question
the nead for AIRSOUTH and LANDSOUTHEAST/6th ATAF. aval command and
control in the Mediterranean is even more in need of streamlining;
ve suggest several options to this end.

(U) 69. Iudecd, the need for rationalization of NATO's fragmented
maritime capabilities to get the most for the money is so compelling as
to varrant another look at the old proposal for a Supreme Allied Commardar
Maritime (SACMAR). We suggest possible ways of meeting past objections.

OTHER KEY ASPECTS OF RATIONALIZATION

(U) 70. Theater Nuclear Rationalization. While we offer nv
detailed recommendations with respect to rationalizing NATO's theater
nuclear posture, we are convinced this is required and that it must
g0 hand in hand with the rationalization of conventional forces.
However, a radical and highly viaible varhead reduction, as some have
suggested, would probably be disastrous to allied confidence and, for
.that matter, to the Soviet perception of our resolve. In our opinion,
the NATO triad of linked strategic, theater nuclear, and conventional
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capatiliticos remains the cornerstone of effective deterrence fn Europe.
Moreover, the ratfonalization zteds for conventional forces that we aave
recoumended will place NATO {n o tetter posftion to meet any nuclear
cont ingency as well., Rationalization shculd aim for less vulnerability,
some reasoned reduction in obsclescent weapons, and improved wart {ghting
~apability {n NATO's theater nuclcar posture,

(U) 71. PRationrliaing lefvnae of the Flanks, We also offer some
thoughts on how to rationalize defense of the NATO flanks. This means
in eusence cutting the coat to fit the cloth; since few flank countries
will be ahle to devote added resources to thetr own d>fense, their NATO
sissions shculd be reduced to what they can afford.

(U) 72, Fatiomalining NATO Commmicaticra. The elaborate and
cumplex NATO and nationsl communications systems are another fertile
area for vationalization. Although our look was summary, it is nbvious
that JATO {s not getting an adequate capability in return for {ts
continuing enormcus investment in comsunications. At the tactical
level the variour national forces have the wrenching prodblem of not
being able to communicate readily, if at all, with one another. This
hamstrings tactical flexibility in employment of the varivus national
forcas available. In the iarger, nontactical systems, vhere the bulk
of the resources guv, there is & maze of duplication, lack of compati-
bility, and even a failure to interconnect compatible systems that
would provide all users more effective communications.

(S) 73. Hence we applaud the main thri st of the DOD-sponsored
Corcoran Report that we must all think NATO and rationalize toward
a fully integrated NATO communications system. In its ultimate form,
such a system would serve national as well as NATO needs in the Euro-
pean area.

(S) 74, Mcbilization and Alert Froseduree. No aspect of NATO's
command machinery needs rationalising more than its complex and cumber-
some mobilization and alert system., This is yet another area in which
some experts doubt that NATO could effectively go to war. Moreover,
the trend toward greater reliance on quickly mobilizable reserves {s
deepening the seriousness of the problem. The political pitfalls
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impeding tiuely mobilization arec more worrisome than the risk of
delayed strategic warning. The problem is really whether NATO can
rcact to timelv warning. NATO alert and mobilization procedures
badly need overhaui.

(U) 75. To help overcome the problem of slow parliamentary pro-
cedures, while continuing to reserve to parliaments the right to approve
full mobilization, we suggest a syrtem vhereby certain predetermined
forces could be called up and deployed without reccurse to parliaments.
One model could be the 30,000-man FRG Standty Reserve, subject to call
by the FRG Defense Minister.

(U) 76. Strengthening NATO's French Comnection. Lastly, the
groving resource bind means that NATO needs a stronger French connec-
tion. French geography *nd forces are so important to NATO's conven-
tional defense that every esffort chould_ be made to find ingenious
vays to include France in rationalization programs. For example, we
need to connect NATO and French communication systems. The NADGE
conncetion can be expanded. A similar standdby connection could link
Trench military headquarters with AFCENT and AAFCE wvar headauarters
to Boerfink. We also need contingency plans to use Yrench facilities,
" particularly COBs and APODs for follow-on forces and resupply of forces
that ansy de already engaged in combat.

|
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ONE HUNDRED FORTY-FIVE ACTIONS
THAT WOULD CONTRIBUTE TO RATIONALIZATION

1. RATIONALIZATION IN GENERAL

1. Adopt a broad NATO concept of rationalization to permit explora-
tion of the wvidest possidle range of sensible defense measures (op. 16-18).,

2. Use a matrix approach to permit focus on overall net costs and |
savings, rather than requiring each measure to stand on its own feet

(p. 30).

3. Keep high-level focus on rationalization to prevent options
from being buried in the bureaucracy or rejected on narrow grounds. In-
clude it on every ministerial agenda and charge the DRC Executive Working
Group with monitoring the program (p. 31).

4. Reverse NATO procedures to compel tough focus on priorities;
trade-offs must be assessed against priority objectives, if NATO must do
more with less (p. 32).

S. Urgently set up and staff adequate machinery to develop explicit
trade-offs and to provide the cost data essential for sensible ratiozali-

sation decisions (p. 33).

6. Develop pragmatic approaches to cozt sharing an' common funding
of rationalization proposals, such as a clearinghouse fund (pp. 33-34).

Ia. RATIONALIZING NATO GROUND FORCES

7. Give highest NATO priority to rectifying deficiencies in the
Center Region ground shield == priority these deficiencies rever nhave had

..for. (P. 35) .

8. Tollow the FRG force restructuring model and reduce the large,
expensive, and unwieldy size of NATO unita, plus the large division
slices that support them (pp. 43-47).

9. Relieve U.S. Aruy forces in Europe of contingency missions nut-
side the Center Region (p. 48).

10. Examine possible trade-offs between reducing mortars and/or tube
artt:};ry to permit adding AT weapons and scatterable mine launchers
(». ]

11. Reorganize Benelux and U.K. vartime personnel now assigned to
guarding rear areas into infantry brigades well equipped with AT weapons

(p. 49).
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12, Thicken NATO's defensive shield by sccelerating the deployment
of augmentation forces from the U.K., Canada, and the U.S. (pp. 5i-54).
Free up 1ift for high priority U.S. movements oy careful pruning of all
nonessentia. items and equipment that can be shipped later or obtained
fror our allies (p. 52).

1), Trade a firm U.S. DPQ commitment to Lave sever divisions in
Europe by M#10 or so in exchange for specified facilities and services
to be supplied by our NATO allies (pp. 51-54).

14. Cenerate more quickly availatle reserve cosbat forces by giving
reserve units sizable act{ve duty cadres, placing greater eaphasis on
reserve training and affiliating reserve with active units (pp. 54-60),

13. Arm European allied territorial forces with light AT weapons to
supplement regular forces and thicken up antiarmor defensa in depth
(pp. 57 and 69).

16, Revamp U.S. Army reserve structure to fit Army's missicn of
providing the bulk of Center Region sugmentation forces by the "three-
tier" approach cited in 17-19 below.

17. GEarmark a uhuuly' small, highly ready segment of our rescrve
to fill M-Day skortages in active units (pp. 57-58).

18. CGive next priority’'to reserves affiliated with active units as
round-out elements (p. 58).

19. Correlate the remsinder of the U.S. ground force reserve
strulture vith the active structure to ensure ddequate support of cow~
bat forces to be deployed (p. 59).

20. Shift resources to make NATO's forces more specifically anti-
armor-oriented (pp. 60-62).

21. Ask each nation providing corps-sized contribution to the
shield to include a corps—level antiarmor reserve comparable to that
planned for the FRG corps (p. 62).

22, Por example, convert the Belgian paracommando brigade to an
airwobile antiarsor brigade, and ask the Dutch both to increass their
buy of heavy antitank weapons and to field a corps—~level antisrmor
vegiment (p. 62).

23. Yhe U.K. could either convert the tvo corps=-level reconnais-
sance regiments in the BACR (and the one in the U.K.) into one corps
AT brigede, or reconfigure the remaining U.K. parachute and airportable
brigades for the antiarvor mission (pp. 62-63).

24. Strengthen further the antitank capabilities of the two U.S.
arsored cavalry regiments in USAREUR (p. 63).

UNCLASSIFIED




UNCLASSIFIED

xxvii

25. PReview the USAREUR scheme for piecemeal deployment of Cobra/TOW
companies and concentrace available assets at echelons higher than
division (pp. 61-64).

26, Create a highly mobile AFCENT-level antiarmor reserve capable
of rapidly deploying to any point vhere a breakthrougl threatens by d
providing a 11.S. untitank helicopter brigade in the new TRADOC configu~ 1
vation (pp. 64-66).

27. Trade this antitank helicopter brigade for logistic support !
fros our European allies (p. 66).

28. Arm the standard Cobra (AA-IC) with 2.75-iuch rockets as & cheap
addition to NATO AT capabilities (v. 66).

29. Consider replacing s'me U.S. artillery, especially in the mecra-
nized division, with the FRG light-rocket-launcher sys.ea and scattarable
aines (p. 67).

30, Trade allied purchase of °RG mires and mine dispenesra. for FRS !
provision of common storags sites for these and other barrier muterials

(p. 67).

31. Standardize barrier doctrine and tactics detween corps sectors
to preclude end runs by Pact armor forces (pp. 67-69).

32. Rave the FRG specialize in barrier construction un behalt of
the other Center Region allies (p. 68).

33. Promote standardization by standsrdizing on the FRC scatterable
aine for U.S., U.K., and Benelux forces (pp. 73=74).

34. The U.K., FRG, and U.S. defense ainisters should agree that
none would procure a new tank until their three cervices agreed on a
common gun caliber and ammo (p. 74).

35. Consolidate NATO training to reduce duplicate training estab-
lishments anc promote cowmon tactics and procedures (pp. 76-78).

36. Consolidate bdasic helicopter training in the CONUS and AT heli-
copter tactical training in Europe (p. 77).

37. Broaden U.S. Marine Corps contingency rolec by modifying their
contiguration, especially in ground and air armaments, to make their
employment in the Center Reglion more practicable (pp. 78-79).

38. Dedicate a Marina air transportable brigade for immediate M-Day
deployment to Iceland (p. 80).
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111, RATIONALIZING NATO AIR_FORCES

)9, Make AAFCE a strong operational headquarters in peacetine, with
the missfon of organtzing J4\TO's national atr forces as a balanced, col-
lective force under unified command and contrel (pp. 84-84).

40. Provide AAFCE an tnfifal 3 capability with what {4 curvent).
available from NATO sources and what can be generated by hilater sl arr ige-
ments with i{nterested allies (USAFE, USAREUR, ELCOM, DCA fixed and mobi.«
assets, NALGE and the FRG's C1P-67 network) (pp. 2¢-3.),

4V, Promote joint peacetime air operations to J.omonstrite hiw NATO's
alr forces have the flexibility to meet a troad range of theater-wide
threats on a4 timely basis (pp. 96-98).

42, Make a concerted push to complete COB arrange=ents to enlance
survivability by dispersal, permit progress on the shelter program, and
enhance operational capability (pp. 100-102).

43, Use COBy as a foot in the door to help break down the fence
betveen the 2d and &th ATAFs by routine USAFZ deploymsnts tc (0Bs for
joint operations (p. 102).

4. Use ooi- to help 1link TAC with NATO by haviag elem:nts of TAC
earmarked rquadrons viasit their COB location as part of Crested Cap
("n 102-'103).

45. Use the deterrent value that COBs provide by plaaning now for
lov=key deployaments of flights, rather than rquadrons, in periods of
incredsing tension, wvhen full-scale augmentation is not yet desirable
('Pn 103°1N).

46. Reduce current vulncrability of USAFE conventional aunitions
by prefinancing infrastructure funding of a aunitions storage facility
at each COB cbtained (pp. 105-106).

47. Use NATO air forces to form a gap~filler force against a WP
armor attack, by peacetime planning and exercising to interdict avenues
of attack upen to WP armor (pp. 106-108).

43. Develop specialty teams using USAT laser designators and allied
aircraft with bombs wmodified for laser delivery to spark NATO interest
and promote confidence (pp. 106-107).

49. Expand the aircraft shelter program to include those NATO
combat aircraft (30 percent) that will not have shelters as of M+3. We
also propose a joint U,.S.-U.K. approsch to overcomt the SACEUR require-
asnts for active air defense -- a requirement that precludes U.S. recoup~-
sent of shelter funds expended in the U.K. from the NATO infrastructure
program (pp. 108-110).
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%0. drview cheliter design to protect atr-raft and personnel ander-
1w munttions loading, refueling, and matntenanie during the *urnaround
tom between soebat miesfons, and expedite turnatcund time In general
top. 110-111).

S1. Provide more raptd U.S. reinforcement by augmenting existing
squadrens betore adding earmarked aquadrens,  In an emergency, !ncre:se
the numbher ¢t atreratt and crews of exfsting USAFE squadroens by CONLS
undts eonding up to six atreraft each to join comparable cverseas units
within a matter of hours (pp. 113=114),

$2. Revicw tanker support for TaC and USAFE to {mprove reffurce-
ment and coehat operatione, ‘nzluding possitle dedication of tunaers,
atreamlining the political deciaston process leading to augmentation, and
developing LSAF/RAF contingency plans for U.K. tanker support of U.S.
afrerafe during deployment to Curope and combat operations (pp. 114-115),

). Provide more atrlift for army augpmentation units by adding
muitfied wide-body atrcraft to the U.S. CRAF fleet and creating a Furopean
CRAF -- with or without modified wide-hody atfrcraft. However, a Furopean
CRAF with modified wide-body afrcraft might be an {nitiative the EUROGROUP
could agree to (pp. '15-117),

54, Provide reception facilities for CONUS-based reinforcements by
ending the debat~ with SHAPE over which comes first: acilve air defense
for APODs or firz arrangements to earmark existing facilities and to pro-
vide storage facilities to b. financed from i{nfrastructure funds for
prepositioned equipment (pp. 118-119).

355. Use technology to promote rationalization; hegin by giving re-
newved support to the NATO Electronic Warfare Progras (pp. 119-120).

$6. Introduce PCMs into NATO's {nventory; we suggest a USAF-RAT
program of cooperatfon (pp. 121-122),

$57. Create a NATO Remotely Piloted Vehicle Program (RPV) organized
along the lines of OSN's NATO Electronic Warfare Program (p. 123).

5SS, Acrept AWACS as a U.S. responsibility, because to get AWACS
before 1985 requires accepting the fact that it #ill have to be predom-
t{nantly a U.S. program (p. 125).

$9. Make ai* defense a European rvsponsibility in return for the
U.S. AWACS (p. 126).

60. Accept Electronic karfare Support (EWS) as a U.S. responsibility
(p. 127-128). ‘

61. Reduce USAFE's peacetime reconnaissance capability as partial
compensation for accepting the EWS mission (p. 128).
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62. Consider a higi*=leve! UI.S, Initlative o bring sense to the
Futupean MRCA and lightweight fighter programs (pp. 129-111).

6). Replace Dutch and Belgian recce squuirons with LWP afrcraft as
an add-on to their projected LWF buy. The U,S., U.K., and FRC would
pro-ide AAFLE's crecce needs (pp. 131-112).

64. Replace the Dutch and Belgian alr transport squadrons (one each)
vith LWF aircraft, unless transports are to be merged into a NATO air
transport command (pp. 131-132).

65. To promute joint training in NATO, offer U.S. cooperation for
& MATO undergraduate pilot training program t1 ti¢ U.J0. (pp. 133-134),

66. Consider establishment of a NATO air combat tactics school in
Euvpe and otfer U.S. computer technology for combat simulators (p. 135).

IV. RATIONALIZING NATO'S NAVAL POSTURE

#7. Restructure NATO naval forces, especially those of the smaller
allies, on a regional basis to cope with the Soviet naval threat (p).
101-15”.

38, Optimise European ravies asgainst Soviet naval capabilitiee
vithin regional command areas and phase out forces inconsistent with this
policy (pp. 155-156).

69. lasprove the timeliness and effectiveness of strait-closing
cspabilities of "strait-guarder” nations, as vell as their capabilities
to prevent subsequent clearing and forcing of guarded straits (p. 153).

70. Phase out those allied attack sudbmarincs not optisum for etrait
closure, barrier operations, or regional ares coast defense (p. 156).

71, Iniciate time-phased allocation of appropriate USAT assets to
assist in maritime varfare (p. 168).

72. Reduce the requirements for sea-lane-protection forces by seg-
based prepositioning of U.S. equipment and stocks in Europe (pp. 169-171).

13. Arrange for military forces to have assured access to European
:ouut; POL reserves in emergency to reduce early shipping requirements
p. 171).

74, Modify container ships and tenkers to carry ASW helicopters to
help in the sea-lane protection mission (p. 172).

13. lacrease the frequency with vhich U.S. Coast Guard ships with
an ocean-going ASW capability exercise vith U.S. Navy (p. 173).
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6. Exploft opportunities for reglunal pooling of naval supply,
mmintenance, and other logistic operations (pp. 174-175),

17. Survey NATO and national shore-laaed facilities and missions
and consulidate where practicable (pp. 175-176).

78. Belgium: Divert resources projected for construction of & DEs
1n 1977-1979 to irproving Belgiua's ground force cuntribution (p. 178).

79. Canada: Shift six escorts from the Pacific io the Atlantic and
commit all Atlantic destroyers to SACLAINT; elininate the three Canadian
submarines used largely for ASW training and exercise ASW units with U.S.
forces (pp. 178-179).

80 Denmark: Shift resources from escorts and submarines to im-
proving strait-closure capab’'lities (pp. 179-180).

81. Germany: Equip all nev patrol boats with SSM, rather than
procuring §SM for four Hamburj-class destroyers (or shift the destroyers
to ocean eacort misafons under SACLANT); i{n the future, concentrate on
sanller, less vulnerable craft for BALTAP defense (pp. 180-182).

82. Creecs: Coucentrate future procurement on fast patrol boats,
nissile and torpedo, and mine-wvarfare craft (pp. 182-183).

8). Italy: Shift cesources to small craft optimized against the
Soviet Navy, such as PiMs or FPBCs (pp. 183-185).

84, Netherlands: Eliminate submarinis; shift emphaais from naval
forces to improving 1 Netherlands Corps antitank and air attack capabili-
ties (pp. 1835-186).

85. Norway: Equip destroyer escorts with SSM and improve capabili-
tiee m)ssn-amd small craft and land-based air ASW capabilities (pp.
186-187).

86. Portugal: Shift emphasis to mine warfare craft and ASW patrol
aircraft to assist in control of the Striite of Cibraltar ard approaches
("o 1.7°1°°)l

87. ITurkey: Shift resources to improve strait-closure capabilities,
especially in mine warfare craft and fast patrol boats armed with SSM
(”o 1."1’0).

88. United Kingdom: Place emphasis on mainteining and modernizing
British ASW capabilities as the eastern anchor of the sea-lane-protection
forces (pp. 190-193).
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V. RATIOMALIZING NATO LOGISTICS

89. Crganize a common Center Region 1NC to meet the needs of the
U.S.y UK., Canada, FRG, and Benelux countries (pp. 21)=216).

90. Establish an AFCENT LOC Command to marage all AFCFNT movement
of mrn and supplies from ports and airhieads to army group or corps rear
boundaries (pp. 216-217). '

91. Increase the exchange of logistic Jdats within NATO to perait
NATO military commanders to make realistic plans for vartime support of
NATO forces (pp. 217-219).

92. Use NAMSA more as a clearinghouse for excess equipment, WM,
and supplies (pp. 219-221).

93. Increase U.S. use of NAMSA for theater support to achieve
economnies of scale and military manpower (pp. 221-222).

94. Launch a sustaired drive tn have nations move more forces from
national command Lo carmarked or assigned to NATO (pp. 222-223).

95. Create a SACEUR stock of WRM and munitions by a multipronged
cooperative approach that avoids the pitfalls of previously proposed
common funding proposals (pp. 223-229).

96. Civilianize the Central Europecn Pipeline System to save costs
vhile relieving the military of an unnecessary burden (p. 229).

97. Appoint a full-time NATO Assistant Secrecary General to provide
added focus on crucial consumer logisti~s problems (p. 230).

98. Over the longer run, move toward a full-tise centralized agency
to inteprate NATO logistic requirements in peace and war (pp. 233-24).

99. Develop a logistic matrix covering production and procurement,
supply an) uaintenance to overcome some of political and economic
obstacleu to standardization (p. 234).

100. Use the "visemen" approach to study vhat institutional forms
common NATO logistics should take (p. 2236).

101. Initiate a SRAPE study on the requirement for a multinationsl
logistic command (pp. 237-239).

102, Begin planning for a Eurcpean Defense Supply Agency to achieve

savings in costs of consumables and to promote rutual support, increased
standardization, and common logistic procedures (pp. 239-240).
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VI.  COMPATIBILLIY, ‘TiROFSRARTLITY, AND STANDARDIZATION

103, Uhile preswing standardization as much as feastble, focus
chiefly on surh ialfwvay Youscs as tnsuring operadbility of equipment,
harmonizing doctrine and procedures, and joint use of facflities and
equipment (pp. 236-259).

104, Push for coreon calibers and interchangeable rounds for small
arme, artillery, and tank guns (p. 257).

105. OJecide on common frequencies and procedures for tactical com=
sunications (p. 237).

106. Ertend aircraft cross-servicing ~t national air bases to
develop common bomb racks, missile pylons, and interciangeable avionics
(p. 258).

107. Agree at ministerlal level that no new NATO STANAC will de
rejected below chief of staff level in NATO's capitals (p. 259).

108.. Make truade-offs the name of the gams and use the logistic-
matrix approach to balance out the potential costs and savings associated
with standardization (pp. 261-263).

109. Push for the single-manager approach as first choice and
single-source development and joint production as second choice only
(”o 26‘-2“)0

110. Procure vheesled vehicles for USAREUR and USAFE from European
commercial sources (p. 267).

111. Make s three-way trade-off, vith the U.K. producing through-
deck carriers, the FRG the Leopard II tank, and the U.S. lightwight
fighter aircraft. lise a matrix to offset unbalanced payments (pp. 267-268).

112. Request NATO nations to accept the fmproved Maverick ae the
standard sirtorne antitank wveapon and create an initial SACEUR reserve
stock from U.S, resources (pp. 268-269).

113, Create better management to control standardization, repeal
the Buy Amssrican Act, and require executive certification that new major
veapon systems do uot duplicate alresdy existing NATO systems (pp. 270
and 272).

114. Launch a D05 drive to force the services to consider allied
equipment, as vell as to educate the Congress on the potential gains <nd
to get restrictive legislation waived (pp. 262-264 and 272-273).

115. Adequately staff OSD agenries rcsponsidble for international
R&D and cocperative logistics (p. 273).

116. Alter NATO defense planning procedures to include a ten-year
development progiam for major items of equipment (pp. 270-271).
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117. Insctitute a procedure of "ministerial veto in advance" whereby
ainisters would agree not to procure anything in a given category until
their advisers had agreed on a commen standard (p. 271).

118, Start by having the U.S., U.K., and FRGC ministers agree that
none of them will approve production of a new tank gun until their ser-
vices have reached agreement on a commcn tank gun caliber and round
(PP. 2?1-272)0

119. Pursue a broader solution == the Callaghan approach == which
calls for a three-pronged initfative: (1) a North Atlantic Defense Common
Market; (2) cooperation in civil as well as military technology; and (3)
open goverument procurement by all sllies (pp. 273-275).

VII. MODERNIZING NATO'S MULTILATERAL STRUCTURE

120. Give more peacetime planning and operational authority to NATO
commands, to force national commanders to think NATO (pp. 280-281).

121. Determine now vhat the ACE command structure should be in the
late 19708 to insure compatibility with NICS (p. 281).

122. PRevamp NATO's civil structure and reallocate effort and man-
pover to key NATO functions; strengthen NATO's central orgens vis-2d-vis
national staffs (pp. 202-285).

123. Double the size of the IS Defense Planning and Policy Division
and provide it vith a strong cost analysis shop (p. 285).

124, Strengthen the Military Committee by i{ncreasing the powers of
the chairman, putting the IMS directly under the chairman, and requiring
the MC to respond to ministerial guidance regardless of national posi-
tions (’o 288).

125. Or abolish the MC in favor of a Chief of Staff Committee and
sake SACEUR and SACLANT the senior military advisers to the ministers.

" In either case reduce the IMS (p. 2088).

'126. Reduce the overlap between U.S. and NATO headquarters and sim
tovards colocation of U.S. and NATO staffs (pp. 293-294).

127. QRelieve U.S. military headquarters ia Europs of non-European
contingency responsidilities, or at lesst detter delineate vhat these
responsibilities are (p. 293).

128. Revise SRAPE's role and give the MSCs increased respousibility
for the detailed planning and execution of NATO conventional defense;
free SHAPL's staff to devote more attention to policy and strategic
fesues (pp. 295-296).

129. Strengthen CINCCENT's asuthority and give him the capabilities
needed to use assigned forces flexibly (p. 297).
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130. Disestablish AIRSOUTH and make AIRSOUTH an afr deputy to CINC-
SOUTH, or reduce the U.S, contribution to AIRSOUTH (p. 302).

131, Conbine LANDSOUTHEAST and 6th ATAF at lzmir, or eliminate them
because the Greek-Turkish problem makes them uneble in reality to perform
their misston (p. 305).

132. Disestablish NAVSOUTH's subordinate commands and adopt a "task
force concept” (pp. 307-310).

133. Merge NAVSOUTH and STRIKFORSOUTH into a NAVFORMED (pp. 309-309).
134. Combine NAVSOUTH and IBERLANT headquarters (p. 309).
135. Reexanine the old proposal for putting all NATO maritime forces

under a Supreme Allied Command Maritime (SACMAR), who would replace SACLANT
and remain located at Norfolk (pp. 310-311).

VIII. OTHER ASPECTS OF RATIUNALIZATION

136. Rationalize NATO's theater nuclear posture to: (a) reduce its
vulnerabilicy; (b) eliminate obsolete weapons; (c) improve c3; (d) improve
target acquisition; and (e¢) facilitate more flexible theat2r nuclear op-
tions (pp. 312-314),

137. To enhance defense of NATO's flanks, tailor their missions
better to their limited capabilities. Reassess the forvard defense con-
cept for Greesce, Turkey, and Norway. Shift limited local resources and
outside aid to meet highest-priority nec’s, rather than flank allies .
attespting to maintain balanced national forces (pp. 316-318).

138. Rationulize tactical communications by developing common doc-
trine, ensuring cospatibility of equipment, and agreeing on common pro=-
cedures (pp. 321-322). Offer NATO access to the U.S. AUTODIN and AUTOVON
nystems (p. 325).

139. Plug the U.S. into the new CIP-67 network in lieu of upgrading
the European sogment of the DCS (p. 325).

140. Over the longer run, move toward interconnection and commcn
use of hoth NATO aud national nontactical communications systems, elimi-
nsting unnacessary duplication and using civil facilities vhere feasible
(pp. 326-327).

141, Overhaul NATO's cumbersome and complex alert procedures;
design a simplified, understandable, and politically acceptable system,
using ADP methods (pp. 329-330).

142. To enhance readiness, move toward two-stage or even three-
stage allied mobilization procedures, under vhich relatively small dut
urgently needed reserve contingents could be called up ty defense
ninisters (pp. 330-331).
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343, Discretely develop better contingency plans for early utilization
of France's five active divisions (p. 33)).

144, Work toward better interconnection of French and NATC cormuni-
cation systems (pp. 333-33).

145, Develop agreed contingency plans for use of such French factili-
ties as COBs, APODs, and a back-up U.S. LCC through France (pp. 334-335).
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I. THE RATIONALE FOR RATIONALIZATION

(U) NATO faces growing difficulties in maintaining a credible
detervent/deferse posture over the next several years. The basic
reason is obvinus == the increausingly painful resource bind created
by the rising costs of modern forces at a time of severe budget con-
straints. Inflation, the energy crumk ., lessened internationsl ten-
sions, and competing priorities are all impacting on defense outlays.
This study will not go into detail on these factors, because they are
plain for all to see. Rather it will seek to develop a practical so-
lution to this dilenma -~ rationalizing NATO's collective defsise
posture to permit optimizing it within such severe resource con-
straints. We vwill argue that NATO can modernise out ot its own hide
== without substantial defense bDudget increases -~ 1f only it will
spend its existing tesources more visely.

A: THE DILEMMA CREATED BY NATG'S GROWING RESOURCE BIND

(U) While Ruropean NA1O defense budgets incressed an estimated
10 percent during 1970-1973, in terms of what tley buy they have
reslly been going down instead of up. This 1s because other factors
such as the increased sophistication of defense equipment have been
driving up the costs of equipment snd manpower even more than the
general inflation rate. And defenss budgets are incressingly driven
by the rapid growth in manpower coets, especially for countries like
the U.8., U.K., and Canada, vhich men their forces wholly with volun-
teers. An all-volumteer force, for example, costs the U.S. at least
$3 billiom per annum and probably more if indirect costs are added in.
Such problems are getting worse, not detter: Ianflationary pressures
have iancreased in sll NATO countries, in some at a frightening rate,
partly because of the staggering increase in o4l prices, to vhich the
Buropean allies sre particularly vulnerable.

(8) WNence, defense budgets will almost certainly be held down
further and required to absord the costs of inflation. Thie seems to
be happening already in ths U.S., U.K., and Italy, vhere defense
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spending is down in real terms in 1974, and will doubtless become a
NATO-wide phenomenon. As ASYC Humphreys recently tuld the defense
sinfisters:

Instead of plaraing 20 allot a stabla or larder proportion
of their groving national weslth to defence wmost countries
sppear to de planning to reduce it substantially over the
yeais. This {mplies a deliberate decision to alter the na-
tional pattern of resourre allocation to the disadvancage
of defence. It also means abandoning any attempt to keep
pace vith inflation in defence costs.

The 1974 defenss planning reviev shoved that acst nations hoped to
maintain defense spending in real terms, and a fev to increase it mar-
ginally, but economic stringency vill maks this hard to do, Moreover,
continurd cost grovth will mean less output, even if resource inputs
remain steady.

(U) Another facet of the resource bind vill be growins pressures
for manpower cuts, eithec wunilateral or via an MBFR agreement — or
both. Congresaional calls for vithdraval of U.S. troops from Europe
sve far from stilled, and If no early MBFR agreement is reacted, may
becoms overvhelming. Or the opp:;:cite may occur, Cuts in allied forces,
because inflation and the ene:igy crunch are even greater ia Europe,
may trigger U.S. vithiravals. Under these circumetances, sutual NATO/
Varsav Pact cuts, under any reasonably symmetrical MIFR compromise,
would seem distinctly preferable to unilaters! cuis == and could de
ugsed to wvithstand pressures for such cuts by putting an agreed floor
under NATO force lonh.“ Thus soms softening of the present NATO
bargaining position is probably i{a the cards. But one way or another,
some NATO force cuts ssem quite liksly in the period ahead.

.(C) DPC/D(74)14, NATO Force Goals 1975-1980, 13 June 1974
(Confidential).

“(U) While this report is not the place to argus the pros and
conn of MBFR, {t could be in effect yet another means of rationalising
NATO's defense posture. If even symmetrical mutual cuts are almost
a8 priori preferable to unilateral NATO cuts, then the present NATO ne-
gotiating position (vhich {s almost certainly not acceptadle to the
USSR) needs to be modified sccordingly. Moreover, NATO's MBFR position
must be s0 framed as not to hasper ratiomalisation nf its residual
force posture (a risk at present) lest ve end up with the worst of both
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(U) At the same time t..2% r=~al rcsource inputs are declining and
force cuts are {n prospect, NATO far~g a continuing need to upgrade
and mnrdernize its -ollective defense posture. One obvious reason for
doing 0 i Lo exploit tine new techno.ogy that is now becoming avail-
able. New generations of weaponry (both coaventiural and nuclear), ad-
vanced command and control technology, and modern mesns of strategic
mobility offer major opportunities as well as risks, Somc even argue
that precision-guided wecpons, vher married ro nev reans of target
acquisition, will revolutionize werfare, and may even over time abol-
ish the distinctions between strategic and tactical weaponry. However,
by and large such new technology is inordinately ezpensive. Options
1ike AWACS, th%» next geaeration of SAMs or AT missiles, advanced com-
bat aircraft, even new combat vehicles are proving costly indeed.
Thus, how can NATO afford enough of it at a time of severe resource
constraints?

(U) Another obvious requirement is to offsaet the parallel mod-
ernizstion of the WP forces, vhich has been procaeding at a healthy
clip frr the last fev ysars. While strengthening its tacticsl ruclear
capabilities, the WP organizaiion has been devoting even m0re substan~
tial resources to sndernizing its conventional blitzkrieg pun-h with
more artillery, more and better armor Jmproved tactical eir, and
greater attent‘ca to logistic support.

{U) Moreover, daspite some real progress over the last few years,
NATO's forces are still far from optimized to meet the existing WP
threat. A reviev of such NATO studies ss AD-70 and {ts follow-on re-
ports, or the annual combat-«fiectiveness 1eports of the major NATO
commsnders (MiCs), revesls a pattern of such serfous deficiencies an
to raise 1 errious question as to vhether MATO could effectively atop
a WP blitzkrieg in the center or on the f:uh.‘ This is far orra
than a matter of the WP having the advaotage of the init.ative and
therefcze being able to concentrate its etteck a” times and places of

its own choosing.

'(U) We discuss thase deficienciss vhers relevant in the gubse-
quent chapters of this study. See also our previrus F:'nd Rep-re,
Hestrustiaring NATO Porces to Compenaate ‘o= MBFR (U), R=1231-ARPA/
ISA/DDPAE, Novesmber 1973 (Secret).
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(U) Nor has thia been primarily a resource pr.l/om, 1t is im-
portant to recognize that, up to recently at least, NATO'u weaknessun
have not resulted primarily from lack of gross resource inputs. Ac-
cording to the best availahle estimates, NATO defence budgets ¢xceed
those of the WP, NATO FLas more manpower under arms, its trained man-
pover pool is larger, and {its ejuipment mcstly comparable {f not
qualitatively superior. Thus, it is not so much lack of resources but
fatlure to use them wisely that is at the heart of NATO's weaknesses.
Similarly, it is not insufficient active maapower but rather the wvaste-
ful vays in vhich this manpowver is used. In short, NATO has, and is
likely to continue to have, enough defenie resources tc field a stal-
wvart deterrent and det‘enn..

(U) The problem is one of outputs rather than inputs. While
NATO's ~ollective defense rosources are cumulatively impressive, {t
sisply has not used these resource ainputs to best advantage. Among
other things, NATO is not collectively organized to use them effi-
ciently. In strong contrast to the Soviet-dominated WP scructure,
NATO 1s a ccalition of independent national forces, only loosely
linked by a supranational command siructure. While we cite their de-
ficiencies in wmore detail in subsequent chapters, suffice it to say
here that NATC's forces lack the common logictic base (see Chapter V),
commmicstions (see Chapter VI1), and compatibilicy and interoper-
ability (see chapters Il1-1V) to enable them to fight effectively to-
gether as multinational forcu.“ Hence NATO lacks the operaticnal '
flexibilicy rapidly to reinforce areas outside assigned national de-
fense sectors. Por example, the Dutch cannot put their finger in the
dike and expect rapid reinforcesent, because forces coming to support
them vill have to drag their logistic tails behind them. Instead, the
NATO allics world have to fight largely reparate vars, vulneradble to
defeat in detail.

.(U) The sams argusent is wmc”e in a provocative study by T. A.
Calleghan, Jr., U.S./European Ecomomic Tooperation in Military and
Civil Technology, Ex-la Tech, Inc., Arlingten, Virginia, August 1974.
pPp. 16-20.

“(U) See also Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 32-34,
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(U) And some sectors of the conventlonal shield -~ especially
t! » Dutch and Belgian, are much weaker than uthers (see Chapter I1).
We are continually astonished to note how little attention NATO pays
to the truism that a chain {s no stronger <han its weakest links. In
Center Region terms, it might make !ittle difference how strong the
U.S. and FRC forces were, 1if a WP blitzkrieg could pun:* through a
weaker sector and then exploit.

(S) Nor is there any common agreement on how to implement KaTO's
defense concept. While flexible response and so-called forward strat-
egy are broadly accepted at the political level, there has never been
full agreement on vhat they mean in practice, hence not encugh of a com=
m0n progrtam to carry them out. Differing views as to how long a con=
ventional phase should be contemplated before NATO goes nuclear, and
even differences in ductrine and tactics, have led to divisive debates
over hov much and what kind of WRM should be stocked. For example,
the U.S. is planning on at lsast 90 days' conventional WRM in Europe,
while its sllies have only agreed to )0 days, and don't expect to reach
that level until 1978. Thus NATO's posture doesn't seem to fit NATO's
strategy very nu..

(S) Moreover, NATO wastes enormous money and manpower on dupli-
cative R&D, production lines, depots, repair facilities, and LOCs that
overlap. As the last SACEUR, General Goodpaster, rec:ntly told the
CNA™, "we are not getting a satiefactory return on out investment for
our vast expenditures; wve are losing at least 30 percent and in some
areis 50 percent of our capability due to lack of .nudardtutton."“
1t results in a heterogeneous collection of weaponry and munitions
that almost defy description, and require a far broader logistic aup-
port base than ~thervise mcuury..“ Even 1f adequate WRM stocks

.(U) For mor» details see Chapter I of Rand R-1231, op. cit.

“(s) Statement by SACEUR to CNAD Meeting at SHAPE, 25 April 1974
(USNATO 2346, 30 Apeil 1974) (Secret).

“.(U) See A. W. !larsnall, "NATO Defense Plananing: 1he Political
and Bureaucratic Constraints,” in Defense¢ Manize=«nt, S. Enke, ed.,
Prentice-Hall, 1967, pp. 354-367, for an early provocative discussion
of "why the Western European allies oltain so little capability to de-
fend themselvue for the money they spend.”
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wvare available, the proliferation of weapon systems is so great that
mnitions and spare parts are not interchangeable. In consequence,
according to General Steinhoff, outgoing Chairman of the Military Com-
mittes, NATO looks "partly like an Army museum."

(C) 1In stort, the whole of NATO's defense posture is less than
tle sum of its parts. One connot simply adé up all of its forces and
assume that they could fight as a unified vhole. Moreover, thig otitu-
atica eeems to be getting worse rather then better, as the NATO allies
dray farther apart rather tham closer together. For example, twelve
NATO allies are developing 13 different types of antitank missiles and
studying yet eight more. And different weapons systems spawn differ-
ent doctrinos, perpetuate the requirement for purely national LOCs,
raise WRM and storage costs, and unnecessarily raise the price of mod-
ernisatfon. ASYC Cardiner Tucker has complained about the progressive
"de-standardizat fon" of NATO vuponry..

| 1S NATO'S EXPERIENCE WITH COLLECTIVE DEFENSE MFASURES
(U) We do not mean to imply that the NATO allies have ignored

the possibilities of cocllsctive defense. On the contrary, this has
been an oft-repeated theme since NATO's founding, snd many measures
have been tried == goms of them quite successfully. But the oversll
experience has beun a frustrating and evea bitter one, a8 brief raview
of which aight be instructive. Indeed, NATO ic not gning to get very
far tovard rationalizing its collective defense posture unless it
realistically faces up to the obstacles that have frustrated previous
efforts along these lines.

(U) The coacept of collective MATO defense is by no means nev.
Indesd it vas a dominant theme vhen NATO was founded in 1949-1950,
since ft appesred that only via collective msasures could the elowly
recovering Western Europesn natious mest the Soviet threat at accept-
able cost. In 1950, the North Atlantic Council called for "balanced
collected forces in the progressive buildup of the defence of the
North Atlantic Area,” and decided that an integrated force should be

*(U) USEATO 1731, 29 March 1974 (Confidential).
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constituted under the supreme command of an American ofﬂcer.. General
Eisenhover was appointed the first Supreme Allied Ccmmarder Europe
(GACEUR), with the understanding that he would have authority to train
the national units assigned to Lhis command and to organize them into an
integrated force. The first Secretary General. Lord Ismay, saw this as
marking a major new development in NATO's thinking:

The idea was to conceive the military huildup so that all
effort be directed in the beut possib’e vay and to the best
possible place. Duplication and overlapping were to be
avoided; a government should not be wasting its money on
building, nav, ships 4f it could do more important work,
oquaux.uufu.l to North Atlantic Defence, in some other
fleld.

(U) The first major step was to set up a combined Supreme Head-
quarters Allied Powers !ﬁtopc (SHAPE) in 1951.‘“ The combined NATO
command structure wvhich subsequently emerged is the chief expression
of the collective defense concept (sse Chapter VII). But this struc-
ture has turned out to have far less peacetime suthority over national
forcas than originally envisaged, and vhut it had has gradually eroded.
Moreove:, aside from it, little that is truly integrated has emerged
in NATO,

(U) Perhaps the high water mark of attempted integration was
reached in 1954 with the abortive proposals for a European Defense Com=
smnity (EDC). Advau:ed as the best way to permit Cerman rearmament
vhile protecting the rest of Europe against Cerman revancnism, they
called for a common ?tonchlccr-n(ltttlnh/lmlux European Army, inte-
grated down to corps or division level. But the French, who invented
the concept, were in the end the ones vho buried {t.

*(U) Sizth Meeting of North Atlantic Cowncil, 18 Decesber 1950.
*4(U) NATO, The First Five Years, Lord Ismay, p. 29.

“.(U) Zisenhover told the national ailitary representatives work-
:ag in Paris to form SHAPE that "our purpose is to form here at SHAPE a
neadquarters to enable us to do together what none of us can do alone"
(Se~vretary of the Air Porce Publication #10-973, p. 20).
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(U) At any rate, despite numerous proposals of one kind or an-
other advanced over the years, tle actual examples of successful joint
NATO programs are relatively few. The most striking is ths longstand-
ing NATO Imfrastructure Prcgram, to which since 1951 the allies hsve
contributed over $5 billion as a common fund for joint projects. But
even this is shrinking now under the impact of inflation (see p. 210).
Tha NATO Maintenance 4 Supply Agency (NAMSA) has had a modest common
procurement role. There is a NATO Pipeline System controlling about
6300 miles of pipeline. NATO's Air Defense Ground Emviromment Frogrum
(NADGE) is another example of common production logistics, as is the
NATO Integratod Communications Syetem (NICS) a high-level netwerk pro-
gram. There have also been several cooperative procurement or produc-
tion consortia -~ Hawk, the G-91, the F-104G Sidewinder, Bullpup,
Atlantic, Jaguar, and MRCA, ctc... not to mention a series of coopera-
tive RED efforts on & bilateral or wider hasis.

(U) A major effort :as also made by the NATO military authori-
ties to promote standardiaation, as vital to enabling multinational
forces to operate effectively together. SHAPE actually promulgated
some 49 NATO Basic Military Requirements (NBMRs) before giving up in
1965 because "not one NBMR had resulted in the common production ¢f an
item specifically designed to mest u."" True, NATO did agtee on &
commwn 7,.62mm round (which the U.S. then abandoned), and some other
awmo and weaponry (e.g., 105am tank azmo) is interchangeable. But
standardization is more the exception than the rule, usually occurring
only vhen other allies bought or licensed f-om one producer; in fact,
destandardizition seems to be occurring (see pp. 244-250).

(U) Beg!nning in 1969, the EUROGROUP made aaother effort to de~-
velop collective defense msasures. Its rost notable accomplishaent
has been a European Defense Improvement Progras, really a collection
of increases in national programs. It also created a number of

*(U) See Chapters V, p. 209, and VI, pp. 244 and 246-249.

“(U) Ceoffrey Ashcroft, Military Logiatio Systems im NATO:
Part II: Militiry Aspects, London, 11SS, Adelphi Paper Ko. 68, June
1970, p. 3.
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subgroups (FURUMED, EUROTRATM, EURONAD, EUROCOM, EUROLONGTYRM,, to pro-
mote joint efforts ou a European basis. But nome years later thene can
point as yet to 1little concrete resvit (see Chapter V).

(U) Nor has the Couference ot National Armaments Directors created
by NAJU {n 1966 to breathe new life into joint production and ~quipment
standardizat fon ‘ccomplished much to dite (see Chapter Vi). “orvover,
looked at in the round, the above cooperative e!forts are very small
potatoes compared to purely national programs. Indeed, it {s nctable
how 14ttle in the way of commonality or joint {nstitutiouns NATO has
managed to generate over the years. Somehow the early concept of col-
lactive defenie want badly off the track, and has never gotten bacxk on
track again,

C. NATIONALISM AND PAROCHIALISM AS OBSTACLES T0 COLLECTIVE DEFENSE

(U) Why s this the case, after some 23 years of NATO's existcnce?
The reasons are many and varied, but underlying thea all {s that, even
fn times of crisis, the tieoretical advantages of collective defense
have been insufficient to overcome the strong centripetal pull of na-
tionalism, traditionalism, and straight institutional inertia. Ve
assess some of these factors below.

1. The Dominance of Nat{ional over Alliance Considerations

(U) The sheer fact that NATO is an alliance of sovereign national
states, each with its own perceived disparate interests, has been at
bottom the chief resszon why the vhole of HATO's defense posture is less
than the sum of its parts. The concept of collective defense does not
really dominate the planning and programming of NATO's members. Instead,
parochisl national considerations do. Balanced national, rather than
balanced collective, forces have been the order of the day. In every
cass, vhile paying 1ip service to NRATO, its mesbers tend to size and
configure their forces as much on the basis of national considerations
as on that of optimasing their contributions to the common dcfenu..

.(U) Only the FnG force posture seems fully configured for NATO
defense missions, dut this is understandable since the FRG forces have
no other defense mission, and the FRG 1s in the forefzont .. the pre-
sumed key battlcground in any major NATO/WP clash.
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(U} The came helds true of national equiyment procurement and
other investmsnt programs. Here too, national political and economic
particularisa have tended to dominate. Almost invariably, individual
allies (the U.S. ircluded) have been more concerned to protect their
own armaments i{ndustries and balance of payments than to maximize
NATO-vwide military benefits or save oa collective costs. Even on com-
mOn procurement programs, the desire for all psrticipants to get their
share of the pie has led to coproduction and licensing schemes that
eat away much of the potential cost savings (see pp. 265-2€6),

(U) Thoss are sheer facts of life to & great extent, and our d:-
sire {s less to criticize them than to point out some of their conse-
vusnces. However, we do find some of them anachronistic in the context
of the seventiea. TPor example, the vithdrawval of Britain, Prance,
Belgium, Hollani, and now Portugsl from the vast bulk of their former
colonial empires has not yet been fully reflected in their defense
postures. Granted that some of thea still have non-NATO commitmsnts,
the {ssue is wvhether in a period of severe resource constraints they
sh u.d still posture 50 many forces fcr overseas intervention at the
expense of their NATO coutrtbuttono..

(V) EFaradcxically, hoimwcr, it {8 the United States that has
been both the strongest voice for collective defense in NATO and the
woret offendsr in terms of "going it alome.” The U.S. is cast in the
role of dominating NATO, yet insisting on its owm freedom of accion.
One natural conssquence has been that the U.S. force posture displays
far more of 2 “go it alone" syndrome than that of any other NATU ally.
Even its forces in Europe (not to mention its other NATO-earmarked
forces) are acres self-contained, ths argument being that the U.S. must
structure on an expeditionary force basis to project its militsry
pover overseas and must be able to use its Europe-based forces for
noa=NATO conttngonctu.“ And in the case of defense production, the

“(U) Ve suggest some tradeoffs in Chapter II.

“(S) The proviso im DOD's FY 1976 Defense Programming and
Planniag Cuidance (DPPG) to plan on the basis that U.S. forces in
Rurope are there to meet European contingenciea (and will not be
vedeployed to meet othsr contingencies) is a major step forward.
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U.S. vante to have ite cake and eat it too. It follows a policy of
military self-sufficiency, while vanting NATO to standardize, mostly
on U.,S, equipment.

(U) Admittedly, the U.S. faces far more of a genuine iilamma
than any other NATO ally in teras of posturing for NATO aissions ver-
sus other contingencies. As a superpowver it must play a global role.
And non=NATO coatingencies seem far more likely :0 occur than a major
KATO/WP clash. Por these reasons, the U.S. must maintain general
purpose forces, not just configure them for NATO-first scenarios.

But the latter scenarios are surely the most important, if not the
wet likely, and are indeed the sizing casa that primarily determines
the scale and configuration of our nonauclear forces. Besides which,
ve ssriously questicn vhether such grest emphasis on general purpose
forces is really as cost-effective as often thought. Isplicit in
such of the snalysis that follows is the concept that tailoring s
lerge friction of our force posturs more for the NATO mission would
(a) free substantial resources for tradeoff; (b) materislly improve
the effectiveness of our NKATO contridution: and last but not lesst (c)
sctuslly improve our capabilities for responding to other contingen-
cies as nu..

2. _The Nuclear Syndrome

(U) Another factor temding to obscure the need for collective
defense measures has besn the pervasive influence of the American
nuclear deterrent. 8o loug as U.S5. nuclear superiority provided a sol-
14 deterrent usbrells. neither the U.S. nor ite allies felt compelled
to pay uadue attention to the needs of combining for conventional de-
fenss. While the U.$. has long since recognized the need for flexible
responss, many Luropean allies still cling to the belief that only a

.(U) We have in aind such measures as faster reinforcement capa-
bdbL.ities (chspters II, III, and IV), a better reserve structure (Chap- |
tez 1I), and the economies inherent in greater dependence on allied !
support (chapters II, 111, and V), standardizstion and co-production !
(Clapter V1), and reallocation of naval forces from sea-lanes protec-
tion to force projection (Chapter 1V). l
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brief conventionsal pause before going nuclear is really needed to de-
ter, or at any rate they use this as sn excuse to neglect conventional
options. Howsver, they too are gradually coming to acknowledge that
the advent of strategic ruclear parity, plus the growth in Soviet
theater nuclear capabilities, cannot help but erode che credibility
of 200 exclusive a reliance on nuclear deterrence. This is already
evident in the FRC stance, though the British and French (vith large
sunk-costs nuclear forces) are the most reluctant to modify their
views. This is by no means to argue that they, or we, should prema-
turely abandon nuclear deterrence (see pp. 312-314), only that the con-
vent fonal cosponent of flexible response is becoaing more important
than at any previous time in the history of the aslliance.

3. Lack of Initiative on the Part of the NATO Authorities

(U) Nor do NATO's political and silitary authorities appear to
have bdeen sggressive enough in pressing the advantages of collective
defense. This 1is all too understandable, since the way NATO is set
up, their primary inetitutional loyalties have been to their natioms.
NATC has never crested the stroung multinational bureauccacy increas-
ingly characteristic of ths EEC, partly because (at the wish of the
Europeans) Americans have tended to dominate it. At any rate the
national defense ministries and services have always been dominant.

~ (8) Also seriously lacking has been adequate MATO mschinery for
developing tough priorities and pointing up any differences between
thess priorities and national programs. Thus, despite the NATO force
planning cycle, NATO force improvement has been a diffuce increrental
process without clear priority guidance that woul’ put the necessary
ewphasis on first things first. Even the AD-70 exercisr lacked clear
operative priorities in this sense. Of course, thls partly reéflects
the divergent allied vievs on vhat the MC 14/3 ecrategy really means.
But vhatever the reasons, the lack of en authoritative NATO-developed
toed mep has inhidited NATO from making optimum use of its money and
manpowver imputs and has made it easier for natioms to foliow divergent
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paths influenced more by natfonal doctrine rnd parochialism than by
the needs of the common defense.

(S) 1In fact, ve would argue that the present system under vhich
the NATO military author‘ties genserate biennial force proposals, all
stated as having first or second priority, is actually counterpro-
ductive, since to correct all ths detailed list of deficiencies cited
juvariadly costs far more than the allies are willing to spend. For
exanple, of over {00 force proposals subaitted by the MNCe for
1975-197% atd H11ssed by the MC with little change, over half were
1isted as first priority =~ a situation that leads to loss of focus
on the critical deliciencies, rather than the reverse. This is one
msjor reason why NATO has never optimized its defense posture to meet
wvhat it claime to regard ss the most serious threat -- an afir and
armored WP blitxzkrieg in ths Center Region.

{U) The lack of clout and initiative of the NATO authorities has
aleo prolonged the 1life of such pernicious douctirines as that of logis-
tics being "a nationsl responsibility," the facal flaws in whicu they
have been all coo slov to spell out.. While chey have been much more
aggreseive in prossing for standardization across the board, the known
difficulties of achisving this nirvans make one suspect that, as in the
caee of past "blus sky" force requirements, they are using the nsed for
standardization as an excuse not to press harde~ on such lesser and
nure realizable goals as compatibility and interopsrability (sse

Chepter VI).

4. These Problems Have Long Been Recognized
(U) Of enuree, all these problems have long since been recognized

== and regularly deplored. NATO's literature is full of such hortatory
fajunctions as that of the assembled ministers in their June 1970 NAC
Sessinal

In spite of the excellent progress that had been made in the
exchange of information on defence equipment, it has proved

*(U) see Chapter V, pp. 208-209.
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possidle to establish relatively few firm NATO projects for
cooperative davelopaent and production of equipment. They
recognized that more political support would be necessary
to overcome the obstacles to greater cooperation. They
agreed to the need for a more positive approach in order to
achieve the financial and operational benefits of more vide-
spread adoption of jointly developed snd produced equipment.*

When Zeneral Steinhoff, the last chairman of the MC, warned the DPC
that it wvas by nr means certain that the slliance wou'd meet the chal-
lenge of the AD=70 program, he too poin:ed ovt thai!

The problem is compounded by the fact that, in some vays, we
are not making the best use of our availakle resources. This
raises tvo main 1{ssues of interdepenience; the first is, I
would be the first to adnit, probably not capable of early
realization in other than specialized areas; and this is the
idea of rationalization of {orces between nations. By that I
msan thac the day is fast appruaching vhen there must be scme
more rational allocation of defence tasks as between the vari-
ous nations.

The other, of course, is the whole area of standardiza-
tion == and this brings me to my second main point. I use the
word standardization to esbrace the whole gamut of aquipmunt
collaboration, from Research and Development to production:
and covering a number of different options from complete identi-
ty to mere compatibility. Creat efforts have besn made in the
past: dbut I think you would agree vith me thst much more could
have bee.: achieved in terms of collaiorated hardware.**

(U) Or, as Senator Nunn noted in a recent report on the conven-
tional balance: "Overall, we have a strong deterrent in Europe, but &
poor defense posture if detarrence fails. Our goal should be te

streagthen our defense capabilities without weakening our dctornnt."“

He listed several reasons vhy, despite roughly equal resources, NATO's
defense posture is somsvi.at inferior, e.g., "the diversity and differ-
ences of equipment and operations smong NATO forces weakens their

~(U) Excerpt from "NATO Final Communiqués, 1949-1970," p. 233,
para. 19.
"(U) Verbatim Record of May 1972 DPC Ministerial Meeting, p. 3
(Sacret).
“.(U) Report of Senator Sam Nuwn to Senate Committee on Armed
Services, 23rd Congress, 2d Session, 2 April 1774 on "Policy, Trocps,
and the NATO Alldance,” p. 6.
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overall power and abili’y to work togecther,” and "tae failuce of the
alliance to rocrdinate support and logistics leads to a waating of
NATO resourc.s aud a wenkening of conventional capahlllty.".

(U) Bur give.. NATO's spotty past record, what hope can there be
that the alliance can now surmount the deep-seated obstacles to more
efficient collective defense that it has failed to overcome over the
last 25 years? There is no easy answer. There is, however, both a
threat ard an opportunity which may prove the needed catalyst. It is
the ycowing defernse resource bind. This means in simplest terms that
either NATO must find a mors cost-effective d2fense posture or the
viability of the alliance may be compromised.

D._ RATIONALIZATION AS THE ANSWER TO_NATO'S RESOURCE DILEMMA

(U) Thus rationalization is an approach vhose time has come.
The advent of nuclear parity, the stauilizing of the strategic nuclear
balancc, and prospective multilateral (and/or unilateral) force cuts
all dictate s costly revamping of NATO's posture. Moreover, if NATO,
despite its enormous rcsource invest-sat, probably cannot even defend
itself effectively as a rolleztion of separate national forces without
the joint logistics, joint communications and compatibility to deploy
flextbly, then something must be dome. But correcting NATO's deficien-
cies and modurnizing its forces in ths traditional manner would surely
involys enormous def:use budget increases, which ‘are simply not in
sight. So how do we resolve tle looming dilemma created by these
pressing NATO needs versus the increasingly dinding constrainte un de-
fense resource availabilities discussed at the outset of this paper?

(U) We are convinced that large-scale rationalization could pro-
vide the means to achieve the necessary defense/detcrrent posture vhile
still living within severe resource constraints. Indeed, vationaliza-
tion of NATO's posture to put first things first and exploit the cost-
saving potential of a more collective defense may be the only viable

snswer. 1t may be the only way to free sufficient recources for essen-
tial modernizstion to maintain deterrent credibility vis-d-vis the
modernization of the WP. Its poteatial is the subject of our study.

‘) 1., p. 8.
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(U) Ratfonalization would a'iso serve two other {mportant pu.-
poses. First, it may be indispensable to allowing NATO to absord
mutugl or unilateral force reductions with mininum damage to its
residual posture. This was the themm of our last uport.. Second,
the balance-of-payments problems crrated by the riie in rav miterials
prices, especially oil, may again raise the painful ..nd divisive issue
of compensating the U.S. and U.K. for any balance-of-paymnents d=ficite
on military account. 1If wo, rationalization offers ways of reducing
U.8./U.K. dbalance-of-payments coits vithout necescarily raising allied {
costs, especlally {f mobilizable allied civil assets could be substi-
tuted for existing support for:es.

1. Rationslization Should Ba Broadly and Flexibly Defined
(U) BMut what {s rationalization anyvay? As developed in this

report, it is & concept, and a technique, and a program. Conceptually,

it {s worth defining as broadly as possible to permit including under

its rubric any sensible (or ratiomal) approach to achieving greater over-

all effectivensss at no greater (or less) overall cost. In ite pioneer-

ing study OSD/PAGE defined it as: e

Any acticn that makes a more efficient use of the defense

resources of the NATO na%ions, including greater coopera-

tion, consolidation, specislization and reassignment o?f

national defense resources to higher priority NATO needs,
vtt:wut.gtmln; the tota’ defense funding »f the membar

states. .

Secretary Schlesinger aptly defined it as "siwply producing more defense
capability vich given ruoureu.".“ In effect rationalization is seek-
ing the best means of cutting the coat to fit tha cloth.

.(u) lll'ﬂ l‘lzn. 0’. c‘t-

**(U) NATO Rationalizat:om Potential, OSD/PASE, 31 May 1974 (Secret).
The authors particijated in the prepa~ation of th.s study.

“.(U) SecDef Sta‘eumeut to Juns 1974 DPC, para. 15 (Secret).
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(V) Viewed in this vay, rationalizatjon f.exibly encompasses --
but ¢ nct oomfined to -= such subsidiary concegls as atandardization,
spacialization, harmonization, compatibility, and !nteroperability.

It avoids the pitfalls of too narrov a definition, whirh can ve seen in
the many allied reservations about the Dutcn concept of wpecialization.
The Dut.:h proposals for specialization (see pp. 23-24) have been inter-
preted Ly other allies as a mmans of evading defense commitments, or
even as a Dutch atteapc to get out of the nuclear businese. These res-
etvations, thaugh vigorously denied by the Dutch, have cast a pall on
the Dutel. {nitiative. We think NATO got nff on the wrcng foot by tend-
ing to regard rationalization as mesaing primarily rnpecialization by
one country or one service in providing certain functions *o other
allies. Similarly we feel that by becoming hooked too early on stan-
dardization == probably the hardest of all to achiieve =- NATO has
tended to neglect 2ssiar ruads such as harmonizetion. campatability,
and i{nteroperability, which would in themselves have led Inexoradly

to greater standard'sation in the end (see Chapter VIV,

(U) The rationalization coacept also can ercompass weasures under-
takea on a NATO-wide, multicountry, bilateral, or even pureiy national
bLasis, such as gettiig more for the money from existing national forces.
The FRG force restructuring prograa (see pp. 22-23) is « major case {ia
point. Indeed, one s~jor virtue of rationalization is that == unlike
standardization or otiwer multinacional meagsures -- much of i: can be
undertaken by individusl allies, thus avoiding the painful obstacles
NATO has confronted in multinational programs.

(U) Nor need raticnalization be confined to ~;uipping and con-
figuring forces, or consiruction and logistic programs. It can also
cover plamning, doctrine, tactice, and above all setting vational pricri-
ties. And it encompasses institutional changes in NATO's structure to
organise collective defense more sensibly (eee Chapter VII).

(U) In sum, one of the great alvantages of the rationalization
concept is its flexibility. It can encompass the wvhole range of mea-
sures NATO might taks to generste ah optimum defense posture at accept-
able cost. Thus, we strongly urge that NATO adopt a broad conccption

SECRET

- ey



SECRET

18

of rationalisation to perrit axploring the widest poessille ranje of
sensible defenge measures. The dangers in defining it too narrowly
are amply evident and would lead to neglecting productive avenues of
approach.

2. _The NATO Allies Are Already Interdependent Anyway, So Why Not Take
the Next Step?

(U) Ve are constantly surprised that the NATU allies seem to take
80 little cognizanca of the obvious fact that, for the most part, they
are already highly dependent on each other for any effective defenss
against the threat against vhich most of them posture. Indeed, this s
wvhy NATO was created inm the first place, though it has never carried
the logic of collective defense very far. True, the Suropean allies
have long since recognized their dependence or U.S. nuclear power, and
prlanned accordingly.

(S) But the fact of the matter is that all alliee (the U.S. in-
cluded) are also dependent on each other for comventional defense as
vell. It goss without saying that no single Europesn ally could defend
itself against WP attack without massive help from its allies. DNor
could the U.S. defend Western Europe unilaterally, and its loss would be
a crippling blow. This is why Secretary Schlesinger says that: "Ration-
alisation vill acknowledge, more than create, mtcrdcpcndonco.". The
latter is & fact of 1ife. But failure to acknowledge it more fully may
wvell condem: NATO to increasing iapotence at a time of severe resourcs
coastraints.

3. _On the Other Hend, Rationalization Does Not Necessarily Mean

Integration
(U) while the logic of interdependence clearly suggests s truly

integrated common defense posture as ‘he ultimste solution, the politi-
cal obstacles make this academic in the main. The strength of Zuropean

.(U) S2¢cDef Statement to June 1974 DPC, para. 19 (Secrat).
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nationalise makes revival of achemes like the EDC politically unreslis-
tic at this time. It 1is equally hard to envisage the U.S. and Canads
subserging their independent defenssa establishments in & NATO entfity,

A virtue of raticnalization is that {t does not call for the politically
unachievable but {s more a halfway houss. While some greater integra-
tion . De not only militarily desirable but politically feasible
(e.g., 8 common air defense warning and control system =- see Chapter
111, or a common AMCENT LOC == gee Chapter V), rationalization in gen-
eral would envisage mostly mors sodest stupe, often on a purely national
basis. Experience suggests that NATO must learn to crawl defore it
learns to walk.

4. Nor Does Rationulization Have to Be NATO-Wide

(U) Our view of rationalization as a flexible instrument also
avoids such issues as Atlantic-versus-Europesn approaches, the center
versus the flanks, or the olne mich attitudes of allies like France or
currently GCresce. Yor example, vhere a EUROGROUP apprvach seems more
11ksly to be productive than operating through the NATO mschinery, the
former should be pursued. As we understand it, this is U.S. policy
(though v sometimes wonder). Sisilerly, we think that sany rational-
izing measures can be more profitadbly confined initislly to the Center
Region (om which our study concentrates), rather than expanded to en-
compasse the often quite differant problems of the flanks. In yet other
cases, two or three countries or services might profitably get together
(as in various production consortis).

(U) To take another exsmple, the rstionaliszation concept might
usefully be employed to béing France closer to the alliance again in
those informal ways that probably represent the liaits of the possitle.
We understand the srguments for making France pay s price for its #ith-
dravel, lest others follov her example. But it 1is equslly plain that
France's contribution is highly relevant to uinimizing the cnets of
effective common defense. Somshovw this dilesma must be resolved, and
ve suggest various measures in cf:»u: V11I.
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3. Last but Not Least, the Nucessary Resources Are Avaflable If NATO

Only Uses Them Wisely

(U) 1f defense budgets in real terms remain no grecater than at
present, or even decrease, could NATO nonetheless free enough rescurces
out of its own hide hoth to remedy present deficiencies and permi’ ade-
quate msodernization? This is a crucisl question, to which there are no
easy snsvers, (dviously, such would depend on the extent of any cuts
and on the degree uvf rutionalization that proved feasi' ‘e tn practice.

(S) Wt as ve stressed earlier, NATO's defense outlaye are cimsula-
tively impressive, and likely to remain so even after cuts. After all,
GPF budgets totalled over $5) billion in 1974 (including only that jor-
tion of the U.S. budget == $18 billion -~ for NATO=committed forces).
In a preliainary study that looked only at a modest nusber of specific
rationaliszation options, OSD/PALE estimated that some $5.6 bi.lion
could be saved and shifted into priority isprovements in the Center
Region dono..

(U) Though objections are raised that many tradeofis would entsil
saiving up assets that already repregent sunk costs, e.j., naval vessesls,
the point is that these are sunk costs. So vhy keep throwing good money
after bad? Moreover, the great bulk of all allied defense budgets goes
not for investment or equipment, but for manpower (some 56 percent of
our DOD budget and 67 percent of the Army's) plus O4M. These outlays
are largely fungible, and are vhere the greatest resource shifts are
possitle.

(U) Another way of ascessing the resources availalle for ration-
alization is to compare NATO-committed versus national forces. Every
ally (even the FRG with its border police) maintains sizable national
forces often of marginal ucility. Revemping many of tlese to assist in
NATO defense could do much to overcoms NATO's deficiencies at low cost.

(U) MNATO's 14 ssparate national overheads, in most cases for three
or even four ssparate national services, are another source of cost
savings. So too are all the separate training bases. Outdated force

N
(U) NATO Raticnallsation Potential, op. cit. (Secret).
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structures that u~e scar:e active aanpower wvastefully offer yet other
opportunities for savings. Cven the cusulative existing costs of all
these national outlays have never yet been calculated. llence a useful
first step for NATO would be simply to assemble these figures., We
think they would be revealing.

(U) Lastly, the probablc costs to NATU of fallure to rationalize
are suggestive of what might be accomplished. Callaghan estimates,
aduit*edly crudely, that NATO {s vasting over 311 billion per annua
by failing to reap the fuil benefits of common R&D, joint procurement,
and common ouppott.. We cited on p. 3, General Goodpaster's estimate
to the CNAD that "we are losing at least )0 percent and in some areas
30 perceat of our capability due to lack of standardization.”

(U) All in all, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that enormous
possibilities are opensed up by rationalization == {f NATO has the will
to bite the bullat -- without subatantial added budget costs. The
choices involved in resource transiers would de painful and certain
calculated risks would be involved. LCut the real issue is wvhether NATO
can sfford not to bite these bullets. 1Is there any other visble alter-
native if NATO wants to preserve a credible defense?

E. NATO RATIONALIZATION ALREADY HAS ITS SECOND WIND

(U) As mentioned earlier, we are not suggesting anything particu-
larly nev. One form or another of what might be termed rationalizing
seasures have been a recurrent feature of the NATO scene. But several
recent developmsnts embolden us to think that it is decoming a major
concern: (1) the 1975-1980 FRG force-restructuring program; (2) the
Dutch specialization initiative; (3) U.S. urging of rationalizstion as
vell, and such U.S. msasures as the Nunn Amendmant conversions to testh
from tail; (4) the creatiom of Allied Air Force Central Europc (AAFCE)
a8 & mjor step towvard rationalizing the Center Region air posture; (3)
the rationalisation studies being undertaken under the aegis of the
Executive Working Group (EWG) of the DRC ia Brutsels; and (6) ths recent

.(U) Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 22-36. He regards hia estimate as
conservative and probably grossly understated.
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British detense review, wvhich largely resulted {n cutting forces de-
voted to other missfons in order to maintain an effective U.K., contri-
bution to the NATO Center Region.

1.__The FRC Force-Restructuring Exercise

(U) In our viev this is pe~haps the most striking nev development
in NATO over the last several years. It is a remarkable exampie of far-
sighted rationalization on a purely nationsl basis. The genesis of this
program lay in the FRG's realization of precisely the dilemma wve have
cited as confronting all of NATO -- that rising manpower and operaticg
costs were progressively eating up its defense budget, leaving less «nd
less for essential investment and modernization. The FRG's solution
vas to convens a high-level blue-ribbon panel, vhich concluded in 1972
that, given rising equipmen: and sanpowsr costs, only by restructuring
the Bundeswvehr could the felt nesd to allocate at least 30 percent of
the defense budget for modernization be reconciled with maintenance of
the FRG's comitments to NATO. The solution proposed was to save 30,000
active manpowver spaces by putting 12 of the Bundeswehr's 36 proposed
brigades on cadre status, to be fleshed out rapidly when needed from a
nev J0,000-man special ready reserve of recent conocrtnn..

(3) Howaver, ths FRG Ministry of Defense (MOD), having decided
that keeping all 16 brigades active vas vital, came up with an even
better alternative. It did so by pruning the active army (and to a
lesser extent the air force and navy) of all personnel not deemed sosen-
tial on M-Day, a solution that still peraits converting 30,000 active
personnel into the nev reserve. Going & big step further, the MOD is
also rvestructuring the Bundeswehr between nov and 1980 to optimize {t
for halting an srmor-heavy WP blitzkrieg. Most unit strengths are being
stresalined, more units are being created, and armor and AT weapons will
be sharply incressed {see Chapter II). This FRC program is such a
notable example of vhat can be dons while holding down costs as to be in
general a valid model for other NATO allies. Ve use it as such in gub-

sequent chapters.

.(U) The Force Structure in the FRG, Anglysis and Optioms,
19721973, Report of the Foice Structure Commission of the EWG, Bonn,
1,72. ”' 26'32.
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e+  The Dutch Specinlization Inftiative
(S) 1In June 1973 the aev Dutch government made an imaginative pro-

posal that NATO systematically study hov to achieve greater defense
efficiency via greater specilalization among Center Region allies. In
their view, the smaller allies in particular could not be expected to
msintain balanced forces, especially at rising costa, though they have
dnggedly insisted that their goal is not to redure contrihutions to
MTO.' The tesulting preliminary etudy of the possibilitien of speciul-
{zation 1aid on by the DPC was not very productive, but the Dutch have
continued to press the need for more rational use of NATO's collective
defense outlays via specialization, ecc., along lines similar to those
we asrgue in this repnrt, For example, at the June 1974 DPC, Defense
Minfeter Vrudeling argued that “specislization of tasks and standardiza-
tion of equipment" are essential to "more effeccive use of limited avail-
able resourcos.” Unfortunately, the restructuring program proposed by
the Duteh for their own national forces {s fa. less acceptable to NATO
than that of the MRG, It contains serious flave. In particular, it
would reducs the ready contridution of the I Necherlands Corps to the
NATO shield delov acceptabdle limits. Other ailies have aleo seen in the
Dutch propossls an effort to shift soms defense burdens to other allies.
But however unsstisfactory the specifics, in principle the Dutch {nitia-
tive points in precisely the direction NATO as a vhole will have to taks.

3. U.S. Rationalization Initiativee

(S) Third among encouraging recent developments, the U.S. not only
enthusiastically endorsed the Dutch i{nitiative dut urged expanding it to
cover brosd-scale rationalisation of NATD's force posture as \nll.“
Secretary Schlesinger vigorously advocated rationalizing seasures in his
June 1974 DPC statement, as having potentially "a major payoff M 1he
U.S. has 1ed in proposing actual rationalisation end specialization (R/S)
options, and in suggesting a matrir spproach to show the cumulative costs

(U Ses, for example, USNATO 3028, 23 June 1973 (Confidentisl),
vhich gives the Dutch proposal, and USNATO 3416, 13 July 1973 (Secret).

“(U) The Dutch had included "rationalization" in their original
proposals, but their operative focus seemed to be mostly on speclslization.

***W) DPC-WR(74)U, Addendua, p. 13 (Secret).
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and savings to each ally from all measures proposed (see p. 30).. The
unique merit of this matrix is that it provides a basis for balancing
burdens on an overall rather than option-by-option basis, thus facili-
tating equitable sharing of any burdens. We think it vill prove {anvalu-
able to this end.

(U) The Nunn Asendmsent mandate to DOD to either withdraw 18,000
U.S. troops from Europe by end-FY 1976 or convert up to 18,000 snaces
from support to combat also ranks as a major rationalization measure,
4gain on a national basis. The U.S. plans chiefly to add two brigades
to USAREITR, to increase the peacetime strungth of other army combat
units, and to add further combut aircraft. This conversion to teeth
tnstead cf c..il will visibly increase the Center Region deterrent and
initial combat sirength.

4. __The NATO EVG Studles on Rationalization
(U) Prisarily as a result of the Dutch and U.S. initiatives,

rationslization and wpecialization have at least been foraally launched
a8 a joint NATO endeavor. In December 1973 the DPC laid on & series of
studies under the aegis of its Executive Working Group. Other allies
have also made suggestions and studies are under vay by a series of
EWG-sponsored working groups, though to date no concrete decisions have
been taken. After rationalizaction wvas again blessed by the DPC in
December 1974, the ZWC has sensibly decided to focus firat on such less
controversial areas as training, communications, and logistice.

3. _Ratfonalization of the Center Region Air Posture
(S) A fifth mjor encoursging development {s the NATIO program,

spurred Ly the U.S., to revamp ths Centar Region's tactical air posture
00 that it cen fully exploit the inharent flexibility of air power
against a WP biitzkrieg. It entails welding the six Center Region na-
tional air forces into a single air instrument responsive to s new

*
(U) The ficet matrixz and set of preliminary illustrative options

vas presented to the EWGC in March 1974. A revised and expanded version
entitled NATO Ratiorglization Potential was submitted in July 1974.
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centralized headquarters Allied Air Forces Central kegion (AAFCS),
capable of deploying national air contributions wvherever most needed
along the entire central front. We discuss this further in Chapter 'I1I,
and merely point to it here as a msjor step towvard sore rational utili-
gation of Center Region sir power. In fact, NATO's air forces have far
outstripped its ground and naval forces in moving toward rationalizatior.,

F. SUBSTANTIVE GUIDFLINES FOR RATICNALZATION

(U) 1In this section we attempt to deavelop some general principles
for exploiting the full potential of rationalization. They are naturally
quite tentative and by no means complete. We discuss them here only in

general terms and deal with more specific applications in subsequent
chapters. We are under 10 illusions that the 14 NATO allies could reach
e .rly political agreymsnt on c-y such far-reaching set of guidelines.
Nonetheless ve are convinced that, implicitly or explicitly, NATO will
have to move in these directions if it is to do more with less.

(U) 1. NATO must frankly acknovledge that it confrontes a growing
resource bind amnl concentrate on first things first. while it is aslvays
tempting to exhort laggard allies to increase defense spending, and
vhile formulas proposing that a fixed level of GNP be devoted to defense
help serve this purpose, realistic NATO planning must be at lecast tacitly
based on the assumption that real resource inputs will probably decline
while manpower and modernization costs will continue to rise (see pp. 1-)).
Only 4f NATO faces up squacte!y to this prospect will priorities be
tightened and the best use be made of the impressive resources that would
still te available,

(U) 2. NATO must reach better ugreement om what posture ite strit-
egy implice. 1t has the basis for a common strategy -- and a& good ont. ==
in MC 14/3. But agreement was unly raached by fuzzing over several kay
aspects of vhat it really means. VFor example, everyone agrees that flex-
ible responoe neans an initisl conventional defense, but the allies iiffer
videly on how long or hov stulvart it should be. Similarly, forvard de-
fense obviously means a different thing to the FRG than to some other
allfies vho are clearly not posturing to defend well forvard. Ambijuity
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has {ts uses in deterrence, but it is the enemy of sensible planning
and prograsmming. If the FRG is really serious about forward defense,
it would seem rational for it to make a greater effort to help other
allies (Benelux, U.K., U.S., and obviously France) strengthen their
M=Day forces in Cermary. Similarly, it is irrationsl for the U.S5. to
posture WRM for at least a 90-day effort wvhen most allies are not even
up to a J0-day level yet. It would be wiser to spread munitivns stocks
more videly to maks a comparable level available to all.

(U) 3. Om the principle cf first things first, top priority must
be given to tnitial ground/air defense against a WP blitakrieg. 1f
budget add-ons cannot be counted upon, then the NATO sllies can no
luager afford to disperse resourres over too wide a ange »f capabili-
ties. Instead they must be redirected into meeting highert priority
needs. To us, this is eimple cormon sense. The best detarreant is obvi-
ously one that convinces the chief potential enemy that lie cannot achieve
a8 quick decisive victory in the crucial thutor.. Morecver it is not
necessary to debate posturing for short versus longeor war. Unless NATO
can hold in the short run, posturing in Europe for sustained conflict
becomes acadeaic. Thus s high-confidence initial defense pusture is
not only the best deterreat but indispensable to buy :he time to posture
against & longer war. This means in practice highest. NATO priority to
halting well forward the armor-heavy dlitskriag for vhich the WP 1s so
obviously postured. Given the NATO deficiencies pruviously discussed,
this entails sufficient armored and antiarmored forces and a strong
tactical air posture. As ve guggest later in this report, it may be
necessary to shist resources from other purposes such as protecting the
SLOC or rear areas (see Chapters 1I-1V),

.(U) What is not so videly grasped is that this alvo helps detar
lesee actions, e.g., sgainst the flanks. We are at a loss to under-
stand the fatal fascination of many analysts with limited WP initistives
on the flanks or in Berlin (or the motorious Hamburg land grad). Ad-
mittedly, these might be milicarily feasible, dut their political impact
would be an unaistakabdle varning to NATO. Unless quickly followed up
they wuld oaly lead NATO to rearm and mobilize, making ultimate WP suc-
cess even more problemstical. Thus a sinor land grab could forestall a
|aj-t one.
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(U) &. On the same principle of first thinga firat, mrgina! c»
low pricrity mational forevo or cverheal muat be ruthleosly prued to
free rasourcee to meet higher pricrity needs. 1f NATO must both meet
existing deficiencies and modernize out of its own hide, then reso.rce
shifte are essential. Lcwer priority outlays must be pruned to free
vesources for tradeoff into meeting higher priority needs. We suggest
in various following chapters numerous exsmples of hov this might be
done,

(U) S. Restructuring and streamlining of NATO fowces is essential
to reduce wvherever possible the use of increasingly co8tly active man-
poser. To free sufficient regources for modernization, manpover and O&M
coets mist de held down. The solution is rigorcusly to strednline
active forces and their support and overhead -~ the solution adopted by
the FRG. The allies ~- the U.S. included == cannot afford to regard
exjsting T/0Os or support ratios as sacrosanct unless they want to end up
spending all their money on maintaining existing forces at the expense
of modernization. Thus wve see force restructuring as a vitally needed
rationalization measurs, and suggest numsrous applications in chapters
1-v."

(U) 6. A "hi-lo” miz of ready forces and quickly mobilizable
trained reserve formations is ¢ssential to meet NATO needs. Given high
manpover costs, NATO cannot mwet its needs entirely with expensive active
forces. Creater relisuce on reserves is the only rational vay to meet
MATO force requirements at acceptable cost. But to be optimslly effective
such reserves must be well trained and quickly mobilizable -- vhich im-
plies (a) active duty cadres; (b) more extensive training; (c) adequate
equipment f£111; and (d) affiliation with active wnits in sowe cases (see
chapters 11 and III).

(U) 7. Tha NATO allies must shift from balanced national forces
twiard a ooncept of balanced colleotive foross. "Going it alone” must be
iacreasingly replaced by a pertnership approach if optisum use of con-
strained defense resources is to be achieved, While this will only

(U) See also our previous report, R-1231, an Restructuring NATO
Porces to Compensate for MBFR, op. cit.

SECRET




SECRET

28

acknovledge existing interdependence, it is indispensable to a credible
deterrent /defense posture at acceptable cost -- and to the flexible em~
ployment of e¢xisting forces vital to this end. The next five guidelin:s
spell out more precisely wha: 1s needed.

(U) 8. N:10's air asscte, especially in the Cionter Region, muat
be pulied together via centralisdd command, ocontrs?, and corrunications
(&) to take Juii advantage of the inherent flexibility of airpower. As
previously mentioned, several steps to this cnd are under way, but s lot
more needs to be done (see Chapter 1I1).

(V) 9. Imtercpersdility and corpatibility of foreee and coctrine,
plus standerdization to the extemt feasible, muast Le stressed. Past er-
perience shows that the ultimate goal of standardization == however de-
sirable -- will be very difficult to achieve in many cases. Where this
is so, it should de approached !ncrementally via stress on such lesser
seasures as interoperability uad compatibility between national forces
and equipment {sse chapters 11, IV, and V1).

(S) 10. Consolidation of training, procurement, maintmance, and
other programs should be stresved. This coula produce significant
savings and, equally important, enhance compatibility and even standardi-
sation over time. For example, 0SD/PALL estimstes that coasolidating
basic jet and “elicopter pilot training in the U.S. could save roughly
$500 million over five ycnu.. We suggest options in just about every
subsequant chapter.

(V) 11. The pernicious dov'rine that logistice ie a national
responetdility must be progressively superseded by common logistice
approach:s. Again, this would produce sizable savings over time, but
even more important would be its contridbution to the flexible employment
of NATO forces. Above all a common Center Region LOC is indispensable
to permit flexible employment of available forces, especially optimus use
of U.S. reinforcement (see Chapter V).

(U) 12. Commmiocations too could profitably be rationaliaed. This
ests up a surprisingly large fraction of NMATO resourcea, probably wvell
over $4 billion {n the next five years. Significant savings could result
fron comhining features of nstional systems into an integrated nontactical

.(U) NATO Rationalisation Potent<al, op. c¢'t., p. 6, and Annex B=2.
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NATO communicatiors |ysten.. Tactical communications must be made com-
patible to permit national forces to function effectively together (see
Chapter VIIL).

(U) 13. Llastly, NATO =ict rationalice tto institutinial structure
to redwe preliferation ad jtve NATO organa more clout. While some
savires might be possidble, the primary goal here would be to et.engthen
the msultinational MATO organs viz-i1-vis national authoriti{es in order to
facilitate rationalization. Above all, better machinery to develop and
follov through on tough-minded priorities is hz2d1lv needed (s2e Chapter
vil).

G. MARING RATIONALIZATION WORK IN PRACTICE

(U) Defining cationalization and suggesting geueralized guidelines
is relatively vasy. What 1s more difficult is to make it work ia prac-
tice, via a cumbersome lé-nation dureaucricy like the NATO structure,
which suffers from having all too little clout with the 14 nations in-
volval., In effect, NATO is eimply not {nstitutionally gcared to deal
vith bdioad-scale rationalization. Its own past frustration in attempt-
ing to sgree on collective defense neasures amply indicstus the diffi-
culties involved.

(U) The big risk is that, hovever desirable rationalization may
saen, it will not achieve the necessary sustained momernum over time
needed to achieve its full poteatial. For one thing, rationalization {e
aot s short-tern approach that can te laid on once and for all and then
forgotten. 1t is rather a continuing process of interaction. Little
would be accomplished 1if 1t turned out to be esscntislly s one-shot
operation, yielding a few concrets initiatives but then running out cf
stean, as has happened often in NATO. A related risk is that of
suboptiaization -~ g series of halfvay measurss that convey the {a-
preseion of progress but don't in fact add up to enough to make the
effort wvorthwhile.

(U) xb‘dc. P ‘. and Annex B-1.
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(U) But past NATO erperience is aloo suggestive of ways to mini-
mize these risks that rationalization won't be given a fair try: (a)
sustained high~level lesdership to prevent {t from degenerating into a
routine bureaucratic exercise; (b) viable machinery for the purpose;
(c) procedures that help keep focus on priorities and show both the
cost /benefit tradioffs and how coets can be equitably shared; and (d)
tecimiques for forcing FATO to think parincrship, such as common funding
nechanisns., We discuss some of these below.

1. Focus Must Be Kept on Rationalization as a Whole via a Matrix Approach

(U) The Atcnputlou must be resisted to let various rationalizacion
ssagiures be treated only on their individual merits in relevant expert
bodies. Their expertise is important, but to have real impact, ration-
alization must be spproached on a broad scale that will permit offsetting
incressed costs and benefits in some cases against decreased costs in
others. '

(U) The U.S. proposal for comstruction of a matrir or scoveboard
on vhich each natlon's gains or losses can be balanced out on the bottom
1ine 1s indispensadble to this end. Painful as it is to construct such a
matrix, vith the interminable controversy over cost and other dats {t
will entail, the effort is emphatically vorth *he candle. To construct
and keep current a valid matrix, howvever, will require more and better
data than presently available to NATO, especially on costs (see p. 33
below).

(U) The other great advautage nf the matrix {s that it permits
doing vhat has never been done before in NATO -- matching auvinge
againat offsetting force improvements to show how much could be achieved
at equal overall cost." Thus it 1s not a device fo. cutting costr, but
rather one for showing how to finance modernization via trvadeoffs (see
below).

'(U) In its partial preliminary study of NATO Rationaliaatior
Potential, op. cit., OSD/PALE identified potential resource transfers
totalling over $5.6 billionm.
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2. Consistent High-lLevel Focus Is Needed

(U) It s almost axiomatic in NATO that nothing ge¢ts done on an
alliance basis unless it is pushed and blessed from the top. NATO's
coalition nature {s such that ite civil and military buieaucracy nas

power only to plan, study, and exhort, not to decide. Collective de-
cisions at ministerial level are almust invariably required un any
matter or substance, even if quite minor. Hence rationalizatioan must
become more or less a fixed itea on every ministerial agenda, if its
potential {» to be realized.

(U) Suitable high-level machinery for this purpose is also essen-
tisl. Experience suggests that if rationalization gets bogged down in
the interainable procedures of the cumbersome NATO and national bureau-
cracies, and is thus inevitubly Iragmented, lictle will be dore. Hence
having the Executive Working Croup of the DRC as the overall monitor
(as alen on hasic issues) was s sound beginning, and must be continued.
The worst outcome would be if issues were dealt with exclusively {n ex-
pert panels and subgroups, and aever pulled together at a higher level
wisre tradeoffs betwe.a thewm could be considered in an overall satrix.

3. Trade-offs Must Be Mads Explicit
(U) Given the cevere resource constraints thet dictate rationali-

sation, essential force improvements sust be paid for out of NATL's
owva hide. This means that trade-offs, either within natioual bidgets or
on & multinational bzseis, is the name of the game. We follow our own
prescription by offering some explicit trade-off options in the succeed-
ing chapters. Bu: such trade-offs, which are hard enough to achieve
vithin one count.y's defense budget, vill be do-.i'y difficult between
sovereign alliance msmbers. Here is ar added powerful reason for high-
levsl focus and machinery to preveut trade-o‘  .ptions from being buried
1 the bureaucracy, or rejected on narrow ,rounds. But some machinery
must be crasted to maks FATO commenders and national authorities con-
sider and face up to explicit trade-cif choices.

(U) The matrix approach will be indispensable here. Annsther de-
vice to compel trading off the cost of maintainiag existing forces versus
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needed finvestment would be the adoption as a NATO-wide guideline of the
FRC plan to reserve 10 percent of its defense budget for investment.
Our point {s not that 30 percent is necessarily the right figure, but
rather that if the NATO Ministers agreed on some percentage goal of
this sort (averaged over a five-vear perivd), it would help to induce
countries to rarionalize their existing force posture in order to free
resources to meet in-e:tment goals. It had precisely this effect tn
the FRC case.

4. Means Must Be Devised to Compsl Fncus Strictly on Priorities

(U) But tradeoffs must be assessed against some set of priority
objectives 1f NATO must do more with less. Failure to exert sufficient
pressure for doing first things firet has been one of the NATO bureau-

cracy's greatest wveaknesses. In Chapter VIII we urge strengthening the
clout of NATO's central organs vis-d-vis nationai staffs. Prioricty
issues too can only be sattled at the higheut level, another reason why
rationalization needs top-level sponsorship. Thus we see great merit in
the current U.S. proposal for institutionalizing the priority process

by making ministerial guidance for biennial force plananing contain
specific priority guidelines.

(S) NATO's military authoritiss also must bite the bullet in ad-
vising on priorities, even vhere these conflict with naticnal prefer-
ences. As mantioned earlier, they have been quite reluctant to do so.
We suggest that the MC and MNCs be required to modify their present
system vhereby so many force proposals are accorded high priority that
it rob. the process of much meaning. First priority items sust aset
two criteria -~ they must both have a high payoff and be feasible in
budget and other terms. Too oftea the latter criterion is ignored.
Another device, though rather arbi.rary, might be for the Ministers to
insist thet no wore thaa 25 percent (in terms of cost) bde labelled first
priority. And if an ally liks the Netherlands is determined to cut its
forces, SACEUR must be prepared to advise it wvhat should be cur first
and vhat last (a notable omission from SHAPE's comments on the recent
dutch proposals).
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S. NATO Machinery Is Needed to Providc Adequate Costing Data

(U) It will swimply not be possible to develop tradeoffs, construct
a valid matrix, assess rosponsiveness to priorities, and take sensible
ra*ionalizstion decisfons without better cost data than are now avail-
able to NATO. As wve acknowledge in the Preface, thir is a serious defi-
cfuncy in our own study. its lack has been a far more serious impedi-
ment to NATO planning of more cost-effective postures for many years.

At U.S. urging, NATO vegan during ths 1960s to gather a data dase and
construct cost models, particularly at the SHAPE Technical Center (STC).
In 1967 a requirement vas laid down for annual cost reports (PESRs).

But the U.S. among cthers soon found this a nuisance, and about the only
sultilateral costing capability now extant {n NATO is a handful of
harassed bureaucrats on the Internationsl Staff (IS) and a few costess
at STC, wvho were able, for example, only to cost crudely some 60 percent
of SHAPE's 600 1973-1978 force proposals and vhose capabilities since
then have reportedly diminished as a result of budget cuts.

(U) Ve sust face the fact that rationalization simply cannot be
carried out unless an agreed data base and costing machinery 1s developed.
Othervise proposed measures and tradeoftc will bog down in interminable
bickering over comparative costs involved. Thus 1if NATO is serious «bout
rationalization, urgent steps are needed to set up and staff properly a
NATO costing facilizy. Since proposals to increase the NATO staff budget
aivays have tough political sledding, we suggest that the STC ftself be
placed directly under the IS (though it would also remain available for
SHAPE wvork), and that its costing component de incraased.

6. Cosmon Funding 1s s Highly Useful Device to Promote Joint Programs
(U) Almost iavariably s critical issue in joint NATO programs is

how they should be funded and what share each participant should bear.
In the case of purely national R/S messures, this is no problem, while
in soms other cases separate bilateral or trilateral deals will suffice.
But 4f sultinational rationalization programs are to work in practice,
soms common funding and/or cost-sharing mschanisas are essential. Ve
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suggest a quite pragmatic approach to this problem. Some R/S projects
aight qualify for {nclusion under the NATO Infrastructure Program, in
which case a funding and cost-sharing arrangement already exists. More-
over, the definitlon of eligible infrastructure projects might be
broadeisad to permit including more R/S projects. Since many of the
measures we propose apply only to the Center Region, it might be desir-
able to set up a separate Center Region fund for certain categories of
common-user programs, perhaps shared proportionally to each ally's pres-
ent percentage infrastructure contributiun. Tim Stanley's concept of a
NATO Common Fund could be adapted to support u/s.' In the defense R&D
and procurement field, another provocative study has suggested a North
Atlantic Common Defense Market and agreed goals for common defense pro-
curement (see Chapter VII).“ .

La but by No Means Least, the U.S. Must Put Its Money Where It
Mouth Is

(U) We pointed out earlier hov the U.S. 1is at one and the same time
the strongest advocate of collective defense in NATO and the worst offend-
er in terms of "go it alonc.” This has led to persistent allied susni-
cions that U.S. advocacy of rationalization and standardization is really
a technique for selling U.S. equipment and getting more burdensharing
from our allies. Thus, given the still dominant U.S. role in NATO, ration-
alization will work only if the U.S. puts its money where irs mouth is,
and validates its leadership inm concrete ways by engaging in multilateral
tradeoffs and buying European equipment if our allies buy American. We
suggest numerous uptions to this end in the chapters that follow. But
for chis to happen the U.S. services must get in the habit of thinking NATO,
and not unilaterally. The growing realisation that the U.S. can no longer
80 it alons in its contribution to defending Western Europe has not yet
permsated through all levels of command. It 4s still far from dominating
U'.S. planmaing for Europe. To bolster allied confidence in interdependence
and overcoms allied feelings of inadequacy vis-A-vis the WP, the U.S. has
& special responsibility to be a better partner to its allies.

2.

“(0) Callaghan, op. cit., pp. 36-49.
**(U) Callaghan, op. cit.
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II. RATIONALIZING NATO GROUND FORCES

(U) The deficiencies in NATO's conventlonal ground force posture
== gspecially in the Center Region — are prodbably the most seciuus in
NATO's ovv-all defense capabilities. This is not to imply that NATO's
air and naval posture is sctisfactory, merely t.at NATO seems even worse
off on the ground. Though NATO has Jelibaerately avoid.d over the years
assigning relative rankings to its veakn.sses, its own analyses, such as
AD=70G, amply suggest this conclusion.

(U) Such ground deficiencies were more %olerable when the alliance
could rely upon a predominantly nuclear strategy. But as we stressed
in Chapter I, NATO's 1967 adoption of the MC 14/) flexible response
strategy, and Soviet achievement of nuclear parity, have made strength-
ening NATO's conventional shield far mnre essentiil than before. Logi-
cally, these developments should have led to s corollary shift in pro-
gras priorities. However, it is hard to escape the conclueion that no
such major shift in real priorities took placs.

(S) Thus, rectifying the deficiencies in the Center Region ground
shield should receive highest priority in NATO == something they never
had beiors. This 1s not to deny that there have been many worthwhile
improvements in NATO's conventional ground posture. The point is rather
that these have heen incremsntal and relatively unstructured, without
a8 clear sense of overall NATO priorities. AD-70 was a partial step in
the right direction, but as the Chairman of the Military Committee
pointed out to the June 1974 DPC mesting, MATO is still far short of
vhere it should be in mesting the AD-70 palo.. Morsover, AD-70 vas a
“wish 11st" thet did wot impose tough choices among competing priority
demands or even address some of NATO's most serious ground/air defi-
etmuo." As a resull, ths allies have found it easier to fnllor
videly divergent paths, influeaced ae much by national/service doctrine
and parochialism as by NATO-spproveu guidelines (see Chapter I).

(U) DPC-VR(74)13, Part II, p. 33 (Secret).

**C) See R-1231, op. cit., pp. 27-29.
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(U) Anotas: factor dictating greater focus on remedying NATO's
sround force deficiencies {s that yrownd forces are the ones likely to
be hit hardecst ly my MBFR or unilateral cuta. This is implicit in
both the NATO and WP negotiating positions and in the sheer fact that
ground forces are the largest component of the forces in the geographic
avea Junder discussion. Since ground forces comprise two-thirds of
forward deployed U.S. manpover, they aleo are under the heaviest
Congressional pressure for reduction. Thus, 1f NATO's ground force
deficien=ies ure already its most serious, cospensatory meajures are
needed to ensure that MBFR does not degrade thes further to an unac-
ceptable degres.

(U) Nor s rectifying existing deficiencies the only problenm.
NATO's ground forces urgently neel modemization to keep up with im=
proving WP capabiiities. To name just a fuv items, second and third
generation AT sissiles and nev short-range sir-defense systems (SHORADS)
vill be very expensive, as vill improved comventional munitions. But
the high manpowver costs of NATO's ground forces, by nature manpower-
extansive, threaten to eat up resources needed for modernization. One
estimste is that simply maintaining the curreat U.S. Army force at
current budget levels would, in a few years, consuae the Army's entire
budget, leaving anthing for modernization. So something will have to
give.

A. CHIEP DEFICIENCIES IN NATO'S CURRENT GROUNT' POSTURE
(S) Before examining how raticnaliszation could help resolve the

_above prodlems, it is essential to define more specifically what NATO's
chief growd deficiencies are. What follows is our own synthesis of
AD=70, SACEUR's cosbat-effectiveness reports, and other NATO and U.S.
studies. JYar more extensive and detailed shopping lists of deficiencies
ate produced for the diennisl MATO force goal exercises, but as we
stressed {n Chapter I, their lack of clesr priority rankiung - and their
sheer nusber =-- act as a disincentive, rather than the reverse. Besides,
to correct them all would cost more than the NATO allies could reasonably
be expected to fund.
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1.__The Core of the Problem: NATO's Ground Forces Are Not Properly
Organized, Deployed, Equipped, and Trained for Defense Against
the Prize Threat =- An Armor-Heavy WP Blitzkrieg
(U) CGiven the risk of surprise attack, NATO muat find better ways

to delay arnd attrit Soviet armored spearheads until NATO can fully
mobilize. Tvo other keys to a successful defense are (a) a bhalancel
capability tc deferd {n depth on all key avenues of attack, and (b)
powerful, highly maneuverable counterattack forces to prevent successful
breakthroughs. Yet instead of being configured for this primarily de-
fenee miseion, wost NATO ground forces are still structured essentially

for offensive maneuver.

2. NATO Lacks Sufficteut Ground Combat Forces
for Forvard Defense in Depth

(U) Although overall NATO active manpower cospares quite favorably
with that of the WP (even in the Center Region, including France), it
fields far fewer ﬁjor combat wnits of 'he sort needed to cope with the
WP threat. Since NATO must grant the WP the {i.itiative as to time, place,
and wvaight of attack, this condemns NATO to & thin linear defense without
sufficient depth to contain penatrations without permitting breakthroughs.
Moreover, NATO's politically mandatory forward strategy militates against
trading too mucl. space for time -~ and there is not much space to trade
in any case without losing most of the FRG.

(S) The Belgian and Netherlands corps sectors are generally regarded
as the weakest, and NATO military authorities often cite their weaknesses
48 an invitation to the WP to mount its main weight of attack sgainst
these sectors of the NORTHAC front. Forward-based Dutch forces of less
than two brigades nusber only 4490; wvhile the I Balgian Corps in the
FRG 1s somsvhat larger, two brigades are soon to be withdrawn. Both are
notably veak in heavy AT weapons. In all, no less than 1) allied bri-
gades in NORTHAG are stationed a considerable distance behind their GDP
positions, and NATO military authorities question vhether many of them
could deploy forvard in time to meet a quick WP thrust.
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3. NATO Lacks Flexibility to Shift Forcea to Meet
the Main Weight of WP Attack
(U) Besides, Center iegion ground forces are deployed in a "layer

cake" of national corps sectors, with only limited possibilities for
mutual reinforcement. This is because the forces in each national rorpe
sector have their own LOCs, their own weaponry, their own largely in-
cospatible comunications, and their own tactics und procedures, which
tend to confine thea rather rigidly to operating in their own wocmrl..
In many respacts, their wveaponry and ammo are not interchangeable. In
effect, despite the superstructure of higher NATO headquarters, it would
seem that the various Center Region allies would have to fight their
own largely separate wars in their own sectors. This is why the current
CINCCENT vorrics lest he have no wartime mission. He can't easily rede-
ploy national forces outside their own sectors, and he has few reserves
to allot.

(U) We frankly doubt that NATO could actually fight effectively in
this menner. At present, it would be very difficult flexibly to redeploy
forces from one sector to another, or from CENTAG te NORTHAG, to meet a
developing threat. Thess are just the types of problems that NATO is
trying to meet on the air side by nev command arrangements and improved
C3. But relatively little has been done as yst to overcome the equally
ssrious ground force problem. Moreover, as pointed nut in Chapter I,
NATO's forcos are growing farther apart, not closer together. PFor ex-
asple, twelve NATO allies are developing 13 different types of antitank
missiles and studving yet eight mors.

4. NATO Lacks Sufficient Antiarmor Capsbility to Deal with WP Attack
(S) There is wide consensus within the alliance that this is a

critical deficiency. It has been highlighted in AD-70 and numerous

'(3) From north to south tieir frontages in NORTHAG are I Nether-
1.“. cot’. bl 55 ho. I FRCG Cotpl - ‘0 ho. I U.K. cor"’ - 33 ho.
I Belgien Corps == 35 ka. Then, in CENTAG are III FRG Corps =- 55 ka.,
v U.S8. Cot’l -= 60 ho. vIl U.S. Cotpl - 185 ho. and 11 FRG Cotp. -
190 km., on a total front of 695 km. AFNORTH must also defend about
100 ka. of frontage in the FRG.
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ather repurn.. Connideralle progresy has been made, espec ially over
the last fev years, In strengthening NATO tank and AT capasilities to
cope with this problem; for cxample, the FRG's force restructuring
(see pp. 61-62) in primarily addressed to ft. But serinu; gass remain,
particularly in the U.K., Dutch, and Belgtan sectors. NATO {s also
veak in {ts ability to slov down an armored advance with flexible
tactical barvier systems that would grcatly complicate the enemy's
problea.

3. There Are Too Fev Augmentation Forces and C.rrentlv Most Would

Arrive Too Late to Help Contain an Inftial WP Blitzkrieg Thruat

(U) This problem compounds those already cited. The Iaspector
General of the Bundeswehr recently called reserves "the weakest point
of NATO's silitary poltuu."“ However, tccause of concern over a quick
WP surprise attack before NATO could mobilize, the NATO military author-
ities have long laid primiry stress on ready M-Day forces, to the com-
parative nsglect of wll-trained, quickly mobilizable uurvn.". Such
reserves as do exist receive for the most part wholly {nadequate peace-
tims tntnial.* But given the escalating costs of active manpower, re-
serves may be the only solution NATO can afford to the need for more
troops for defense in depth, plus more flexibility to overcome the mal-
deployment and layer-cake problems.

(S) Most NATO fis)d commanders =-- even in NORTHAGC -- seem reason-
ably confident of their ability to contain the first vave of a Pact
sttack, given even s fev days' wvarning. However, they express grave con-
cern over their ability to kecp holding for more than a fiv days as WP

(U) Many NATO forces still have first generation ATGMs, ‘which
sust be "flown to ths target with a joystick."” These are s> muc: less
effective than second generation ATGMs as to raise tha question as to
vhether expensive active manpower should be wasted on thea.

*%(U) American Esbassy Bona Dispatch, A-93, 2/19/74, p. 2 (Sceret).

*4%U) see Rand R-1231, pp. 29, 32, 75, 237, and 271 for discussion

of this prodles.

’(8) Por an excellent analysis of Center Region army reserve estab-
1ishments, see Colonel Neil Creighton, "Mobilization of NATO Ground Re-
serve Forces in Central Europe,” State Department Senior Seainsr Case
s‘\". 1973.
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pressure builds up: They simply lack sufficient additional ground
forces for this purpose. While the U.S. and France could provide nu-
merous augmentation divisions, French availability is uncertain, wvhile
currently, tany U.S. forces would be slow to arrive. Moreoser, given
the layer-caks problesm, it might be difficult to employ U.S. or French
forces in other naticnal sectnrs.

6, Most NATO Ground Forces Are Weak {n Field Force Air llefenue

(S) Most NATO allies appear Lo lack sufficient air defense gun
and missile units to cope adequately with an all-out WP a:r effort to
support an armored blitzkrieg. The 197) Arabelsrseli war shoved the
difficulty of providing close air support when confronted with an eneay
force having powerful air defenses. Again, it is dangerous to analyze
from FRC and U.S. Arsy holdings, because the other allies appear con-
sideradly weaskar in this area. This deficiency, too, vas highlighted
in the NATU's spring 1974 reviev of basic issues.

1. durficisut War Reserves Are Lacking

(S) Heve, aleo, the picture is extremely spotty. The U.S. pro-
grams for a 90-day stock level, while some allies have only a few days'
supply of certain critical items. While present plans would permit all
Center Rogion sllies to reach a 30-day level by 1978, we quertion wvhether
this {s likely under foresseeabla coustraints. Moreover, such stockage is
poorly located vay behind GDP positions; there is a serious shortage of
forvard storage sites and lack of a logistic systes that can move stocks
forwerd {n timely fashion.

(S) Cumulatively, all these deficiencies led SHAPE itself to ques-
tion vhether prasent NATO Center Region ground forces could "outlast” a
wr muum.' Consequeatly, rectifying them clearly demands high, if
nct highest, NATO priority. While sfforts are under vay, especially by
the FRG and U.S., to cops with these deficiencies, they will take con-
siderglle iime and monsy to rectify fully. It 4s our i-pression rlso

(U) SACEUR's 197) Combat Zffe:tiveness Report.
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that many such efforts to date are too small and {ncremental to be conm-
mensurate with the nced, and lack the priority emphasis vis-d-vis other
NATO programs that they deserve,

(U) It is not good enough for the Americans and Cermans to mud-
ernize just their own forces. No matter how well their sectors are de-
fended, a WP breakthrough i{n the weaker U.K. or Benelux sectors could
undo all their efforts. The analogy to the battle of France in 1940 is
all too clear, and surely not juet to us. As stressed in Chapter I, we
are continually astcnished that the U.S. and FRG seem to show so little
concern sbout the weak linke in the NATO chain.

(U) 1In addition to tha obvious conssquence that U.S. forces, by
programmiag for a 90-day war raserve level, might be fighting alone by
D430 or so, there are other implications. WUar reserves are ccstly.
EZvary day of war reserve the U.S. provides beyond the zapability of its
allies to continue the struggle absorbe resources that could be better
applisd to aseting the D-Day to D+30 prodlem. Purtherwore, if you plan
war reserves for a 90-day period, it stands to reason that you develop
simultaneously a force structure appropriate for the same period. A
force developed for a )0-day conflict could and probably would look far
different from a force destined for a 90-day, or longer, conflict.

B. THE CASE FOR RATIONALIZATION AS A SOLUTION
(U) Thess ground deficiencies will have to be dealt vith {n &

context of severe political, economic, and manpower constraints. Above
sll, tle manpower costs that lncreasingly drive defense budgets neces-
sarily i{spact wmost heavily on the budgets of the most manpower-extensive
forces =~ the armies. High manpower costs within constrained budgats
will eat into necessary investment in modemisation far more in their
oaee than {n. that of other services. This was precisely the point made
by the FRC Porce Structure Commission in calling for restructuring of
the TG growd forcu.. The decline in conscription periods in conti-
nental armies at a time of increasing need for loug-service personnel to

.(U) The Force Structure tn the FRG, op. cit.
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man sophie-.icated equipment will compel incrcanirg reliance on expensive
volunteers and further drive up manpower costs.

(U) Hence, NATO must face up to the fact that it cannot rely pri-
marily on the preferred military solution of adding on yet more forces
to tlose presently on hand. Instead, it mus- accept as a planning asnump-
tion probable cuts in real resource allocations, in active manpover
strengths, and/or in length of service. And these cuts will necessarily
{mpact most heavily on ground forces, as the 208t manpower-extensive.
Thus, the essential modernization of NATO's ground capability must be
financed largely by trude-offs, not add-ons. It must increasingly find
the resources needed out of its own hwc.'

(U) Moreover, it is equally plain that in a severely constrained
economic and manpower environment NATO's needs can no longer be met
almost solely on the basis of individual national efforts. These would
be sinply too expensive. Since NATO's national forces are in fact
already interdependent anyway (see Chapter 1), only by melding their
resources on a partnership basis can NAT) achieve the sufficiently cost-
effecti-e uss of its collective resources to meet NATO deficiencies
vithin likely constraints. Rationaliszing NATO's existing posture is
also the only viable way to free enough resources for coatinuing modern-
ization to keep up with or sahsad of that of the Warsaw Pact. If trade-
offs rather than add-ons must be the order of ths day, then such mea-
sures to cope vith Ceater Region ground deficiencies deserve very high
priority.

(U) Above all, rationalization a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>